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The undertaking of any review of research is a labor of necessity 
turned a labor of anxiety. We 1 undertook this study because we felt 
/'A need to take stock — we were interested in research in the teach- 
ing of literaiure, yet we realized how little we knew of what we 
imagined must the myriad of studies. How many times was 
old ground retrod? How many good instruments were lying un- 
used? What could we learn about research design? 

When we began this review, we faced two major problems: 
first, finding some way of classifying the studies we were exam- 
ining; second, dealing with the relationship between the sub- 
stantive and statistical merits of the studies. Both problems were 
solved by a combination of planning and history. 

We undertook the review in three stages.The first was the delimi- 
tation of the areas that we would cover. After assembling an ad- 
visory group consisting of A. Lynn Altenbernd, Richard Braddock, 
G. Robert Carlsen, Paul B. Diederich, Alfred H. Grommon, Char- 
lotte S. Huck, Helen Lodge, James E. Miller; Jr., Bernard O’Donnell, 
Paul Olson, Thomas C. Pollock, Louise Rosenblatt, Henry Sams, 
and James R. Squire, we asked them to review a preliminary sketch 
of those areas and a first-order bibliography. At a meeting of the 
entire group, we t- cided that we would remain somewhat confined, 
that we would consider literature as the written word, and that we 
would consider it only in its aesthetic and humanistic aspects. We 
also decided that we would not consider film or the process of read- 



1. The initial investigators were Alan L. Madsen and Alan C. Purves. 
After the bibliographic stage, Richard Beach replaced Alan Madsen. 




\ 



viii 

literature and tho Reador 



ing or learning to read. We would review studies at all grade levels, 
and we would not exclude studies that were not empirical or experi- 
mental — this meant that we would look at case studies, although we 
agreed that a critic’s writing would not be considered a case study. i 

During and after the meeting with our advisory hoard, we met / 
with resistance to many of our a priori formulations — we had de- , 
veloped a classilicatory scheme and a rigorous review procedure ■ 
before the session. The committee argued — with justice, we thought / 

— that the classification of the studies would have to fall out of the _ 
examination of them. Members also argued that nearly any study 
could be faulted on some technicality. For instance, nearly all of ttfe 
studies of the effects of literature on attitudes fail to consider j/ne 
work read as one of hundreds of independent variables influencing 
an attitude. Nearly all the studies that use fact or analysis over- 
look the objections to the technique. Nearly all correlational studies 
are simplistic; nearly all treatment studies overshorten the length 
of treatment or fail to dichotomize the experimental variabjes suf- 
ficiently, so that no significant differences appear. What is more 
important than these criticisms, which have been made over and 
over, is to determine what these studies have hinted at aip pointed 
to and what strategies, might be employed in future research. 

We have emerfSd therefore, with a fairly rough classification of 
studies : studies of the nature of responses to literature and how 
they might be measured ; studies of reading preferences (the largest 
number of studies of any single type) ; and studies of classroom 
treatment, including summative evaluations of cu/ricuia. The first 
two types - of studies form the largest portion of the studies we 
have covered. In reading through them we haVe derived subcate- 
gories as well, as the various chapters will shpw. In making these 
categorizations, we acknowledge their nontaxonomic character and 
their interrelatedness. They have proved useful to us and we hope 
will not prove too unwieldy or too unfamiliar to the reader. 

The second stage of the review was to/enlarge our bibliography, 
which we did by a literature search and an appeal to the members 
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of the NCTE' Conference on English Education, the National 
Conference on Research in English, the readership of Research in 
the Teaching of English, an NCTE journal, and the directors. of 
English education at several research institutions. From this cul- 
ling, we amassed a list of over 1200 items, all of which had to be 
reviewed. Many were eliminated because they did not deal with the 
topic or were not reports of research. The bibliographies at the ends 
of the chapters include those studies which were found to be appro- 
priate. Although our original cutoff date was 1969, we have included 
studies published as recently as June 1971. Where possible, we 
looked at the works themselves; in many instances, however, we 
relied on outside reviewers, and we are grateful for the help of 
Anthony Amato, Floyd Bergman, Earl Buxton, John B. Carroll, 
John Connor, Charles Cooper, Kenneth Donelson, Margaret Early, 
Edward Fagan, Donald Gallo, Oscar Haugh, George Hillocks, Jr., 
Ted Hippie, William J. Hoetker, William Hoth, Lois S. Josephs, 
Stephen Judy, Herbert Karl, Pose Lamb, Mitchell Leaska, Geral- 
dine LaRocque, Stoddard Malarkey, Augustine McPhail, Ben F. 
Nelms, Douglas Nietzke, Norine Odland, Waltei* - Petty, Geneva 
Pilgrim, Paul Schied, Anthony Tovatt, L. Ramon Veal, Donald 
Vieth, Joel Weiss, Leonard Woolf, and Frank Zidpnis. 

After we had read the works, there came the far more compli- 
cated and more time-consuming task of digesting them. In the 
writing which follows, we^have described the research design only 
when we found it germane to the study; our attention is on what 
has been studied and what has been discovered. 

In considering the value of each study, we have tended to look 
at the importance of the question with which it deals and at the 
conceptualization of the design more than 'at the statistical treat- 
ment used. We have done so because many worthwhile studies 
used techniques which have since been superseded, yet the studies 
were powerful in the ways in which they conceived of the problem. 
I. A. Richards’ Practical Criticism is the master study of a whole 
group, yet as a content analysis it is highly subjective and selective. 
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As Conrad put it, “What redeems it is the idea.” Many other 
studies, equally important, use the case study or the introspective 
technique. Their findings are often more convincing than are large- 
scale studies, even though there are difficulties in generalizing from 
them. 

In deciding that we would look at the questions raised and the 
logic of the study rather than at its' purely statistical properties, we 
did not neglect the logic of the statistical design. Many studies, how- 
ever well conceived, foundered because inappropriate statistical 
procedures were used. Correlation and analysis’of variance "were 
the most frequent treatments employed; they were often inap- 
propriate to the questions asked in the study or raised in the data.. 
At times there was a need for multiple analysis of variance, as in 
the Coryell study, for discriminant function analysis, or for some 
other technique. Often, of course, these techniques did not exist 
when the study was conducted, and we have tried to avoid the 
smirking of hindsight/ 

In addition to the advisory committee and the reviewers, there 
are several people that we must acknowledge: Herbert MacArthur 
of the National Endowment for the Humanities; James Wardrop, 
our statistical referee; Gunnar Hansson of Goteborg University; 
Sharon Walsh, our research assistant; Doris Hill, Jenny Quillinan, 
and Bonita Higgerson, our typists; and the entire reference de- 
partment of the University of Illinois library. 

Our thanks, too, to the hundreds of researchers and their sub- 
jects. They have all labored mightily. We think that their labor 
was not in vain. 
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The studies of response to literature may be divided in a number 
of ways, to be s-\re, and each division is an unclear classification, 
both because many studies can fall into two categories and because 
the process of response is itself not easily divisible. Nonetheless, 
we have arrived at the following general headings: 

Studies of the factors in understanding 

Studies of the factors _jn rating or judging 

Studies of the factors of stated responses 

Studies of preconceptions and their edect on response 

Studies of the process of response 

Studies in general effects of literature 

•Studies in bibliotherapy 

Studies of the factors in literary learning 

Development of literature tests 

A. Studies of the Factors in Understanding 
The major study here, to which all others must be related, is 
I. A. Richards’ Practical CHticisyn (1929), which is a large-scale 
case study of the written responses of university' students to 
thirteen poems. Richards logically and empirically isolated ten fac- 
tors which appeared to hamper “correct” understanding and judg- 
ment : 

1. failure to make out the plain sense or to understand poetry 
“as a set of ordinary intelligible English sentences”; 

2. difficulties in sensuous apprehension of the rhythm of 
words and phrases; 
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3. difficulties in visualizing imagery; 

4. mnemonic irrelevancies which lead readers to digress; 

5. stock responses to the content of works ; 

6. oversentimentality in response; 

7. overinhibition in response; 

8. doctrinal adhesions about* the world which interfere in 

reading; 

9. technical presuppositions about how literary writing 
should be done; 

10. general critical preconceptions about literature. 

s 

Rosenblatt (1938, 1968) added to Richards’ concentration on 
analyses of readers’ comments an emphasis both on the process 
by which what the reader brings to the text interacts with its 
special character to result in his interpretation, and on the teach- 
ing process. This provided the theoretical frameworks or hy- 
potheses for- a number of the studies of response, bibliotherapy’ 
and teaching methods. 

Richards’ categories have been explicitly tested in only three 
studies; Glicksberg (1944) found them to be appropriate to an 
analysis of fifteen students at Harvard; Livingston (1968) repli- 
cated the study with graduate teachers and high school students 
and found all groups equally inadequate; and Hansson (1959) 
corroborated the findings with Swedish students. Other studies 
have brought their own classification systems (Irion, 1925; Pick- 
ford, 1935; Davis, 1944; Harris, lb48; Black, '1954; Carroll, 1960; 
Squire, 1964 ; Dill and Purves, 1967; Ring, 1968) based on examina- 
tion of student responses or of tests and test items. That these 
classifications of problems in reading and understanding overlap 
a great deal might be anticipated and may be generalized as fol- 
lows: 



I. Insufficient information; lack of background information 
in general ( Irion, Black) or lack of knowledge about the 
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allusions in the 'ork itself (Black; Dill and Purves); 
x \ failure to see context (Black; Dill and Purves) ; failure to 
.know literary devices (Davis; Dill and Purves) ; failure 
to- apply information (Dill and Purves). 



II. Failure to understand or cognitive failure. 

A. Diction: failure to recognize synonyms for uncom- 
mon words (Harris) ^ failure to understand difficult 
words (Black) ; lack of word knowledge (Irion, Davis) ; 
failure to understand words from context (Davis). ** 

1. Mnemonic problems with words (Pickford, Rich- 
ards) . 

•v 2. Rationalization (Pickford). 

B. Syntax : inability to recognize antecedents in syntactic 
abnormality (Harris) ; lack of knowledge of expres- 
sion (Irion); making out plain sense (Richards). 

C. Imagery and metaphor : inability to deal with obstruc- 
tive imagery (Pickford) ; failure to recognize equiva- 
lent of figurative language (Richards, Harris) ; failure 

to understand metaphor (Black). \ v ^ 

D. Inference about parts: inability to gfet specifies-''' 

(Irion) ; failure to grasp detailed statemetits (Davis) ; 
failure to analyze parte (Dill and Purves). 

E. Inference about the whole theme or idea : failure to 
recognise summaries of ideas (Harris) ; difficulty in 
inferring meaning (Ddvis), in selecting the main 
thought (Davis), and in making logical inference 
(Carroll); inability to see the mjiin point (Irion); 
puzzlement (Pickford). 

F. Inference about characters: failure to recognize sum- 
maries of characters (Harris). 

G. Inference about tone, mood, or intent: failure to recog- 
nize authors’ attitude (Harris); misunderstanding 
of or failure to identify intention (Davis, Black) ; 
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difficulty in detecting irony (Black) ; failure to perceive 
focus (Ring). 

H. Inference about structure: inability to relate technique 
to meaning (Harris) ; failure to follow organization 
(Davis); failure to analyze whole (Dill and Purges). 

I. Other': inability to make comparisons (Pickford). 



III. Psychological problems. 

A. Aesthetic distance : failure to defend against emotion- 
al disturba nee CPickford) ; .oversentimentality and in- 
hibition (Richards). 

\ B. Preconceptions (Black) ; egocentric perception (Ring) ; 
\ attitude as set approach, attitude as obstacle (Pick- 

\ ford) ; doctrinal adhesions, technical presuppositions, 

\ critical preconception s (Ric hards) . 

C. Tendency to invent details (Ring); happiness bind- 
ing, the desire for happy endings (Squire). 

D. Dominance of rhythm (Pickford). 

E. Keelings: feelings of an emotion and feelings that such 
and such will be or is (Pickford) ; feelings of pleasure 
and pain (Pickford) ; stock responses. (Richards). 

F. Lack of attention or concentration. 



As we look at these clas ,es, we can note the high probability of 
lack of information and lack of vocabulary as anterior conditions 
to the others (certainly to the others in the cognitive group). One^ 
study confirms the primacy of word knowledge (Irion, 1925). A 
small' study sought to probe the relationship between vocabulary 
and three other factors in literature understanding (discovery of 
theme, reader participation, and apprehension of sensory images). 
The study examined sixth graders and found weak correlation 
between vocabulary and the three factors (the strongest .was with 
apprehension of imagery — .56). Word building ability, on the 
other hand, was virtually independent. The three factors contained 
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an inter correlation of .30 (Garrison and Thomas', 1930). This study 
partially supports that of Weekes (1929)-, who found figurative 
language more of a problem than syntax to ten and twelve year 
olds. The inaccurate interpretation of metaphoric language also 
affected preference. Burton (1952) found a clear correlation be- 
tween literary . appreciation and intelligence. \ One other study 
(Jenkinson, 1957) sought to relate ability as measured by a “cloze” 
test to other aspects of literary understanding and found that stu- 
dents in grades ten through twelve who performed well on the 
test were better able -to recognize implied meanings, inference, and 
syntactic clues; to discuss sound and style; and to formulate their 
ideas. Their understanding of words and word meaning was not 
greater than that of those of lesser ability. We still have scant 
information on the interrelation of- the various literary abilities, 
save that the “analytic” and “synthetic” abilities seem to be dis- 
crete. 

We also have little information on the relationship between the 
cognitive factors and the psychological ones. Several studies have 
shown a relationship between interest in the text and understand- 
ing of it (Figurel, 1942; Alpert, 1955; Berstein, 1955; Squire, 
19G4), but few indicate whether one precedes the other or whether 
their relationship is like that of Yan and Yin. Vine (1970) found 
that students who understood the texts better also displayed more 
interest and less vane' 1 responses than the less able students on a 
semantic differential about the poem. One study (Alpert, 1955) 
dees suggest that females who are able to project themselves read 
better, but he is unsure whether the factor is projection or emo- 
tional involvement. If it is the latter, as he suspects, his study 
confirms Squire’s conclusion that those who become involved read 
with a higher level of comprehension. 

Two other factors have been studied : the relation of age and of 
background to understanding. Older people do seem to be able to 
understand works better than younger people (Matson, 1953; Burg- 
dorff, 1966, inter al.), but one can challenge this seemingly obvious 
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'finding by pointing out that the criterion is the understanding of ‘ 
an adult (the examiner), so that one might expect older children 
to think more like adults than younger children. Monson (1966) 
found a relation , between socioeconomic group and the kinds of 
questions students asked — whether structured or unstructured — 
and Burgdorff investigated socioeconomic class and understanding 
by testing children in grades four, five, and six on the ability to 
draw inference from various works. Socioeconomic class had no 
significant relation to. score except with the subgroup that read 
the selections for themselves. When the reading factor was re- 
moved (when other children heard the selections read aloud), 
the correlation dropped. 

Twenty years ago (1953) Loban sought to describe the reader 
in terms of his social sensitivity. Finding high school students who 
ranked at the extremes of two scales of social sensitivity, he gath- 
ered their written responses to ten short stories, designed to evoke 
sympathetic responses, and to certain structured questions. There 
were significant (.01) differences between the two groups. In addi- 
tion, the following inferences were drawn: the least sensitive 
readers wanted to project the blame for a social ill on others; the 
most sensitive had the most to say. In general, both groups tended 
to miss thematic implications, to remain superficial, to be unsure 
of what they wanted to say, to receive new concepts or values 
cooly, and to reject characters who seemed out of their emotional 
range. 

A few researchers have sought to probe the differences betwee.i 
"good” and “bad” readers. In 1958 Letton showed that readers in 
the low-scoring group of two sets of ninth grade students tended 
to inhibit their oral responses to a poem more and tended to use 
the exact words of the poem more than those in the high-scoring 
group. Two grojjps, however, were similar in their ability to jiote 
comparisons, to use illustrations in talking, and to relate their 
personal experiences to the poem. The low-scoring students also 
liked poetry less than the others and were able to identify fewer 
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poems and poets on a checklist. Letton’s first finding seems to be 
supported by another study (Swain, 1953), which found that 
“good” readers, as measured by the USAF tests of General Educa- 
tional Development, tended to restructure meaning, to reorganize 
meaning for some purpose, more than did “poor” readers. Monson, 
dealing with fifth grade students in 1966, found that students in / '' 
the high ability group judged humorous excerpts as humorous 
more often than did students in the middle and low groups. Rogers 
(1965) found that differences between the high and low groups of 
eleventh graders occur in their comparative familiarity with the 
short story and with authors, in their ability to grasp literal mean- 
ing, and in their ability to grasp implied meaning. Clearly, how- 
ever, the studies of differences have not sought to explore fully 
the relationship between performance in one skill and performance 
in the others in order to get a sharp picture of the development 
of each skill in reading literary texts and in forming adult under- 
standings of those texts. 

B. Studies of the Factors in Rating or Judging 

For as long as there have been studies of understanding there 
have been studies of the rating of literary selections by students. 
These studies have sought to define the premises of taste, just as 
Richards’ study sought to define the premises of understanding. 
In another section we shall deal at length with the interests and 
preferences of students ; here we are concerned with the reasons 
students give for the judgments they make. The studies encompass 
two major types ; those examining the relationship between expert 
and inexpert judgment and those examining the stated reasons 
for judgment. The validity of the former studies may generally be 
questioned for their assumption of the correctness of the expert 
judgment. The latter may be criticized for their .overreliance on 
factor analysis (a form of statistical manipulation not above sus- 
picion). With this caveat, we may look at the categorizing studies. 

Most of the studies first identify a general factor of liking or 
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interest or judgment, a factor which is holistic and partially intui- 
tive (Williams, Winter, and Woods, 1938; Eysenck, 1940-1941; 
Gunn, 1951; Carroll, 1960, 1968). Other factors can be grouped 
into formal, content-bound, personal, and miscellaneous categories. 
This division is nol^ neat, for as one looks at many studies, one 
notes a blending of form and content and of subject and object. 
In fact, one series of studies (Carroll, 1960, 1968) purports to be 
defining the factors of prose style but, under scrutiny, seems more 
to be defining factors of judgment or taste. Nonetheless we might 
say that the following factors have been isolated : 

I. General liking (Gunn; Williams, Winter, and Wood3). 

A. . General stylistic — including good, pleasant, strong in 

form and content (Carroll, 1960, 1968). 

B. Simple/complex in form and content (Eysenck) ; clear 
(Harpin) ; ambiguous and capable of many interpre- 
tations (Husband). 

C. Imaginative (Harpin, Husband). 

JJ t T?nvmn 1 ^nnfm»o 



ter, and Woods; Eysenck); 
/' sophisticated (Rees and Pedersen). \ 

B. Ornamental (Carroll, 1960, 1968). 

C. Rhythmic, musical, rhymed (Gunn); language and 
rhythrh (Feasy). 

D. Suitability of expression (Gunn). 

E. Characterization (Carroll, Feasy). 

III. Content factors. 

A. Emotionality or personal appeal (Eysenck, Gunn). 

B. Appeal of subject (Gunn, Feasy). 

C. Imagery (Gunn, Feasy ) ;/ 

D. Abstractness (Carroll, I960). 




opposed to abandoned and 
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E. Seriousness (Carroll, 1960, 1968). 

F. Realism (Harpin). 

IV. Personal factors. 

A. Personal ailed (Arnold, 1960) ; personal appeal (Car- 
roll, 1968) ; subjective judgment (Feasy) ; emotional 
appeal (Gunn). 

B. Association (Feasy) ; familiarity (Rees and Pedersen). 

C. Sympathetic identification (Husband). 

D. Masculinity and extroversion (Rees and Pedersen). 

E. Sophistication or literary socialization (Rees and 
Pedersen). 

V. Miscellaneous. 

A. Author (Feasy). 

B. Pragmatic (the piece is singable) and objective (the 
piece is short) (Feasy). 

We can see that these factors might not be equal in importance, 
and, indeed, the general factor is the most important in most 
judgments (Williams, Winter, and Woods; Eysenck; Gunn; Carroll, 
1960, 1968). The next most important factor seems to deal with 
the opposition of form and content (Gunn ; Williams, Winter, and 
Woods; Eysenck) or the personal appeal (Carroll, 1968). There 
is also a split between the personal (pleasure) and impersonal 
(beauty) judgments (Valentine, 1960). The other factors account 
for only a minor portion of the variance in judgment. We might con- 
clude then that research has not probed the premises of taste too 
deeply. The deepest probe (Carroll, 1960) still reveals how much 
more can be known about the objective attributes of the work that 
most influence the judgment of its readers than can be known 
about the work’s style, which cannot be used as a measure to clearly 
explain taste. 

As one goes beyond these factors to an examination of the con- 
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comitants and causes of judgment, the issues become even cloudier. 
Several studies have sought to relate judgment to achievement or 
intelligence. The results are indeterminate. In one study, the less 
able students chose the more ambiguous works (Husband, 1945), 
but this study is complemented by a study which shows that young- 
er students (and presumably less able ones) prefer direct to oblique 
works (Eppel, 1950). In general, both conclusions are confirmed 
by q study correlating taste with achievement (Harpin) and with 
intelligence (Carroll, 1934). Herbert Carroll’s Prose Appreciation 
Test is not satisfactory, and his study seems to be refuted by 
another using his own measure with retarded and superior read- 
ers (Schubert, 1953) and by an earlier study (Itohn and Briggs, 
1923), but the evidence is far from conclusive. 

Studies that investigate the relationship between age and judg- 
ment agree that older students tend to conform more closely to 
adult judgment (Abbott and Trabue, 1921; Britton, 1954; Harpin, 
1966). Britton, in fact, found the factor of complexity related to 
age and concluded that inexperienced readers reject what they 
don’t understand, a finding later confirmed in studies by Alpert 
(1955) and Squire (1964). Readers rejected falseisimple poems 
and liked true-simple and false-complex poems. Science students 
preferred simple and restrained poems, but in general they pre- 
ferred complex poetry. When students returned to the task, they 
tended to choose the “true” poems. Abbott and Trabue found that 
younger children’s taste is more erratic than that of older children; 
younger children tended to prefer the sentimental or the compre- 
hensible to the “true” version of a poem. 

Few studies have gone deeply into the psychological backgrounds 
of taste. One found no relationship between the judgment (based 
on the Carroll Prose Appreciatio^Test) and the emotional involve- 
ment of eleventh graders, although there was some relationship 
between reported emotional involvement and interest (Evans, 
1968). A second study (Wilson, 1956) found some congruence be- 
tween preference and ego-ideal types or alien types of characters 
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in the work preferred. In a related area, a third study (Weekes, 
1929), examining children aged ten and. twelve, found that ex- 
perience did affect judgment and choice (it is difficult to determine 
whether this is a study more of interests or of taste). Another 
study found that task determined choice ; students rated poems for 
discussion by a professor differently 1 from their ratings for dis- 
cussion with a friend (Kammann, 1966). ' 

On the relationship between literary judgment and judgment in 
the other arts, there is conflicting evidence. Two studies indicate 
low correlations between literary judgment and musical judgment 
(Rigg, 1937) and between literary judgment and judgment of 
drawing (Speer, 1929). But this evidence is somewhat contradicted 
by the work of Valentine (1962), who has found a general aesthetic 
factor in his studies, and he tends to corroborate Eysenck (1940- 
1941) . This problem needs to be taken up more fully and with more 
complex instrumentation (a familiar cry about studies of literary 
response, as we shall see later here). 

One study deserves special attention, because it is. among the 
few that tend to explore the stated reasons for literary preference. 
In 1969 Ash developed a measure of literary judgment and used it 
with eleventh grade students. He did find girls significantly, superior 
to boys (corroborating Weekes, 1929, and Carroll, 1930, inter al.), 
but the significant part of the study came when he interviewed 
high-, middle-, and low-scoring students to find why they chose the 
responses they did. Eleven categories were identified: guess, mis- 
reading, unsupported judgment, supported judgment, poetic pre- 
conception, isolated elements, narrational response, technical re- 
sponse, irrelevant association, interpretation, and self-involvement. 
The list is heterogeneous and provocative: guess and misreading 
refer to aspects of understanding; preconception refers to a cri- 
terion of taste; irrelevant association, interpretation, and self- 
involvement refe/ to aspects of personal involvement; and un- 
supported judgment, supported judgment, isolated elements, narra- 
tional response, and technical response refer to aspects of the pro- 
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cess of making judgment as a rhetorical, and perhaps an intellec- 
tual, operation. Granted that understanding, criteria, and personal 
involvement are all constituents of taste, one wonders how they 
are related^to the rhetoric of defending judgment. A further ques- 
tion occurs when one considers the value judgments implicit in 
some of the categories; perhaps the researcher and the students 
saw this test not as a fneasure of inquiry but as a judgmental 
measure. There were right and wrong answers, as there seem to 
have been in all the studies referred to in this section. Yet we 
know that taste is a shifting matter,, and even to assume that the 
author’s original version is the standard is a strong assumption. 
A second problem in this kind of research is that the students are 
looking for a “right” answer and so do not let the researchers 
know what their taste is. We single out the Ash study, therefore, 
because of its value in pointing to needed directions in research 
and because it demonstrates the pitfalls in this sort of measure- 
ment — measurement that ought, certainly, to be pursued. 

C. Studies of the Factors of Stated Responses 

One of the major research problems concerning response to lit- 
erature has been that of describing the content of spoken or written 
responses of individuals or groups. The designations of certain 
critical schools do not suffice for educational research, and the 
terms of rhetorical analysis encompass only the form of the stated 
response. A number of researchers have worked on classificatory 
systems, always a perilous task because of the arbitrary nature of 
most schema for content analysis. In other sections we have looked 
at schemata for judgment and schemata for understanding; now 
we turn to schemata for the 3tated response or for criticism. 

The major studies working at such classification include those 
of Meckel (1946), Taba (1955), Squire (1964), Purves and Rippere 
(1968), and Morris (1969). To these^night be added such works 
as those of critics like Northrop Frye^Rene Wellek and Austin 
Warren, Meyer Abrams, and Morris Weitz, who seek to classify 
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schools of criticism, and those of Bloom and Krathwohl, Guilford, 
and other educational psychologists who seek to classify general 
verbal or intellectual behavior. But we are primarily concerned 
with the methods of schematizing nonprofessional responses to 
literature, which seem to fall into five general groupings: 

I. The personal statement : related to pragmatic criticism 

(Abrams). 

A. Personal psychological (Meckel) ; self-reference (Taba) ; c 
associational (Squire, Morris) ; reader connotative 
(Skelton). 

B. Reaction to content (Purves and Kippere) ; prescrip- 
tive judgment (Squire); reaction general, awareness 
of one’s Own response (Morris); self-involvement" 
(Squire) ; reaction to literature, reaction to form 
(Purves and Rippere). 

II. Descriptive responses : objective criticism (Abrams) ; lit- 
eral criticism (Frye) ; description (Weitz). 

A. Narrational reaction (Squire) ; perception of content 
(Morris; Purves and Rippere); comprehension (Mor- 
ris) ; statement of facts (Taba) ; quotation (Morris) ; 
denotative (Skelton) . 

B. Perception of language, perception of literary devices, 
perception of'Structure, perception of tone, relation of 
form to content (Purves and Rippere) ; technical- 
critical (Meckel) ; formal criticism (Frye). 

C. Classification by genre, classification by context 
(Purves and Rippere) ; descriptive criticism (Frye). 

III. Interpretative responses: interpretation (Squire, Purves 

and Rippere, Weitz, Morris) ; mimetic criticism (Abrams). 

A. Explanation (Taba) ; use of experience to explain 
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behavior (Taba) ; interpretation of parts (Purves and 
Rippere) . 

B. Content-ideational (Meckel) ; author-connotative (Skel- 
ton) ; generalization from facts (Taba) ; normative 
generalizations (Taba); mimetic interpretation, typo- 
logical interpretation, hortatory interpretation (Pur- 
ves and Rippere); pragmatic criticism (Abrams); 

mythical criticism (Frye) ; anagogic criticism (Frye). 

\ 

IV. Evaluative responses: evaluation (Taba, Morris, Squire, 

Purves and Rippere, Weitz). 

w A. Appreciation (Morris); affective evaluation (Purves 
and Rippere) ; like-dislike (Skelton) ; pragmatic criti- 
cism (Abrams). 

B. Technical-critical (Meckel) ; evaluation of method 
(Purves and Rippere). 

C. Evaluation of author’s vision (Purves and Rippere) ; 
mimetic criticism (Abrams). 

V. Miscellaneous responses (Taba, Squire, Morris, Purves 

and Rippere). 

A. Comment about interview (Morris) ; unrelated-unat- 
tempted (Skelton) ; incomplete verbalization (Morris). 

B. Poetics (Weitz). 

This meta-description deserves a note or two. The research seems 
to differentiate between the personal responses that refer to one- 
self and one’s associations and those that refer to one’s feelings 
about the work and one’s relation to it. The first is more clearly 
autobiographical and directed away from the work towards the 
reader’s context, memories, friends, and the like. The second is 
directed at the work and the reader’s feelings about it. Purves 
and Rippere (1968) fail to note that distinction, preferring the 
distinction between reaction to form and reaction to content. The 
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division of form and content, other taxonomists agree, applies to 
description, but perhaps less so to the personal stateme’nt.~*Interpre- 
tation is generally divided into specific interpretation, explaining 
characters, phrases, and other parts of the work, and general in- 
terpretation, explaining the whole -work. Evaluative statements are 
usually categorized according to three other groupings: a work is 
praised or blamed for its evocative power, for its construction, or 
for its meaningfulness. 

In addition to the classification of responses, researchers have 
tested hypotheses concerning the effects of age and text on critical 
responses". Scribner (1960), Purves and Rippere (1968),. Cooper 
(1969), and Morris (1969) found that older children devoted much 
time to interpretation. Fredholm (1970) found that high school 
readers tended to prefer personal evaluative criteria and teachers 
tended to prefer formal criteria. Squire (1964) found in a study 
of 25 boys and 27 girls in the ninth and tenth grades that sex was 
not a determinant of response — except with certain parts of certain 
stories — and that intelligence and reading measures do not predict 
the quality or type of response. He did find that the category of 
responses were partly determined by ,the selection, but also by the 
point in reading the selection at which the response was made. In- 
terpretational responses increased in frequency as students pro- 
gressed through the stories, and literary judgment and self- 
involvement responses also increased and were associated with 
each other. In 1971 Fanselow replicated Squire’s study with bi- 
lingual students and found they made fewer judgments and in- 
terpretations than did Squire’s students, pointing, perhaps, to 
cultural or educational differences between groups. Morris (1969) 
found that college students appeared to fall into two groups, one 
dealing with perception and association, one dealing with compre- 
hension and interpretation. Cooper (1969) confirmed Squire’s find- 
ing about sex and response, and he also found that reading ability is 
correlated with response choice (better readers choose interpreta- 
tion ",-poorer readers,* evaluation) . 
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In an eai-lier study Meckel (1946) had found that of 96 high- 
school seniors 76 percent gave personal psychological responses to 
a novel, 40.6 percent content-ideational responses, and 34.4 percent 
technical-critical responses (some gave more than one type of re- 
sponse).- This iinding must complement Squire’s (1964) finding that 
about 60 percent of student responses to short stories are content- 
ideational, about 20 percent personal-psychological, and about 15 
percent technical-critical (because the categories used by the two 
are not the same, only a rough comparison can be made). The 
results of Tabu’s (1955) study of eighth graders agree more with 
Squire’s than with Meckel’s.' Cooper (1969), using Purves’ cate- 
gories, .found that 39 percent would fall into Meckel’s content- 
ideational category; 18 percent into the personal-psychological 
category; and 13 percent into the technical-critical category (an- 
other 25 percent are inconsistent, so that extrapolation' from Coop- 
er’s figures would lead to a profile similar to Squire’s). There would 
seem to be two possible explanations of the shift: first, that the 
curriculum has changed since Meckel’s study was undertaken 
and that the content-ideational or interpretative response has be- 
come more prized by teachers and therefore more “popular” with 
students ; second, that the categories of personal-psychological and 
content-ideational or engagement and interpretation contain over- 
lap — it is often hard to determine whether a stated meaning is 
personal or “objective.” It would seem that fo,r all the researchers 
the dominant response deals \vith the content of the work, not its 
form, and with the work’s relation to the reader and his world 
rather than with the objective or aesthetic qualities of the work. 

In a study related'to these, Hansson (1964) used the semantic 
differential, not to assess ratings of poems, but to see what changes 
in response occurred during the reading of the text. He used 24 
scales and had students apply all of them after every second line 
of a 24-line poem. Three groups participated: university and col- 
lege teachers of literature, first-year university students in litera- 
ture, and people with only secondary school education. The three 
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groups were similar in the profiles on each of the dimensions, a 
finding that differs from Cooper’s findings (1969) and from Hans- 
son’s earlier study (1959), a replication of Richards’ practical 
criticism study, in which individuals had to formulate their own 
responses. This pair of studies might indicate that what we consider 
differences in the ability to respond might well be differences in 
the ability to express oneself about one’s response, and that the 
response type is less related to intelligence than one might suspect. 

D. Studies of Preconceptions and Their EfTect on Response 

The number of studies of the preconditions of response, either 
cognitive or attitudinal, are several and fall into clear groups, each 
of which presents an unsolved problem. 

One of the first problems is that of the relationship between 
interest in the selection and understanding of it. In 1933 Sussams 
clearly answered that comprehension precedes appreciation. Others 
are much less sure, asserting that there is a relationship (Figurel, 
1942; Alpert, 1955; Bailey, 1955; Berstein, 1955; Shnayer, 1967; 
Squire, 1964) but it is slight (Groff, 1955). Some claim that perhaps 
the relationship works the other way. Crossen (1946) found that 
ninth grade students who were unfavorably disposed toward the 
content (in this case black) did read the stories less well than those 
who were neutral. Favorably disposed students did not read better. 
In a more penetrating study dealing primarily with expository ma- 
terial, McKillop (1J)67) found that a reader’s verbally jgxpressed 
attitude affected his responses to highly structural factual questions 
less than it affected questions of judgment and evaluation. From 
this we might infer th&t Sussams’ initial statement needs to be ex- 
amined and the definition of understanding needs to be made more 
specific. 

Two studies go briefly into home preconditions of response. Both 
find the home variables important in their relation to the ability 
to read, and both find that home literary environment is more im- 
portant than socioeconomic background. It is also an important 
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variable in relation to reading interest, more so than is intelligence, 
but not, perhaps, in relation to the actual number of books read 
(Wollner, 1949; Hansen, 1967). Both studies suffer in part from 
the kinds of measures used, in that interest-in-reading measures 
are quite easy for students to see through and thus to give what 
they think is the preferred response. Sinc.e both studies deal with 
younger children (fourth and eighth grades) this cynical interpre- 
tation might not be generally applicable, but the question of what 
\ the best index of interest in reading literature may be remains. 

Aside from interest in reading miscellaneous literary works, we 
come to the question of what might be the causes of interest in 
specific works. Why is a work a favorite? Why is it interesting?' 

In general, the answer seems to be that the subject matter is inV 
teresting if it is related to the personal experience of the reader 
(Sussams, 1933; Boyd and Mandler, 1955; Berninghausen ank 
Faunce, 1964; Barrett and Barrett, 1966). People tend to get more 
involved in that which is related to them, and they tend to seek 
the work with which they can identify, or the character who ^e- • 
sembles them (Loban, 1953; Stout, 1964; Barrett and Barrett). 
This whole area is more fully covered in chapter 2. / 

Beyond seeking out familiar characters, people tend to judge 
most favorably those characters who are most like them (Stout), 
so that perhaps the author is not entirely in control. In fact, one 
might go so far as to say that identification easily becomes projec- 
tion and that readers impute values to characters that are not 
contained in the story (McCaul, 1944). Downey (1929) had inferred 
from her data, that there are three r degrees of self-projection: 
detached (which may make a visual projectipn), sympathetic, and y 
empathetic (both of which might be kinesthetic as well as visual). ' 
She inferred too that readers often supply their own background 
to works. Shirley (1966) expanded upon Downey’s scale to define 
seven types : j;he indifferent, the observer, the partial participator, 
the intense participator, the self-image synthesizer, the construct 
synthesizer, and the decision maker. Individual patterns depended 
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in part on the type of work discussed. Kingston and White (1967) 
found that personality and self-concept variables predicted some 
of the semantic factors (using the semantic differential) students 
attributed to the protagonist. The evaluation factor was inde- 
pendent, but potency, activity, and anxiety in the protagonist were 
seen in terms of the self-concept of the students. Thayer and Prom, 
ko probed this phenomenon fully in two related studies (1958, 
1959). In the first, students read fictional excerpts that- contained 
no physical description of the characters, yet they reported over- 
whelmingly that they had a tnj&ntal picture of the characters and 
often agreed among themselves about the character . In the second, 
researchers found that readers will ascribe"to liked character traits 
and attitudes considered likeable, regardless of whether the author 
portrays those traits. The evidence is less clear concerning the 
readers' attitudes about the moral issues and the moral positions 
in the work, but the j udgment of characters seemed based less on 
the abstract moral position of readers than on their attitude toward 
their friends. All of these studies indicate clearly the importance of 
projection in the response and understanding of readers, an im- 
portance attested to by psychological researchers, both Freudian 
and non-Freudian (Shrodes, 1949; Loban, 1953; Lesser, 1957; 
Holland, 1968). 

Some research has gone into more detailed aspects of the, rela- 
tionship between personality and response. Grace and Lohmann 
(1952) investigated second grade children’s reactions to stories 
with child-parent conflicts. The children were in several subgroups 
(race, socioeconomic status, and whether or not living with both 
parents). The response most frequently reported was that desig- 
nated active opposition (“It was wrong.”), and the least common 
was the emotional response (“It was sad.”). The constructive 
("They should have.”) and the complaint (“I disagree.”) were 
equally frequent. Age and sex made little difference ; whites used 
more active opposition responses than blacks, and children with 
»■ both parents showed more constructive emotional responses and 
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fewer compliance responses than children with one or none. In 
a broader study involving older children in Alabama and Connecti- 
cut, Stewart found that literary character preferences were related 
to the personality and culture of the reader, but the nature of the 
relationship between preference and reader personality variables 
depends on cultural patterns of acceptance or rejection in the 
group (Stewart, 1947). The design of this study is weak, but it 
does indicate a number of sources worth exploring, perhaps in the 
way that Grace and Lohmann explored them. 

Finally, there should be mention of two studies (Michael, Rosen- 
thal, ana DeCamp, 1949; Philip, 1951) which disagree on whether 
the author’s name affects students’ rating of literary selections. 
Philip finds it does; the second study finds that neither the prestige 
of the writer nor the students’ knowledge of the definition of the 
type of selection is a major determinant of the rating of a selec- 
tion. 

There is fairly good evidence, then, that the interest and precon- 
ceptions of the reader are important ingredients in literary re- 
sponse, preference, and understanding, and it seems clear that 
, this phenomenon is fairly constant over different age groups. But 
beyond this general conclusion we still know little about the rela- 
tionship between interest and understanding, between personality 
and understanding or response, and between the environment of 
the student and response. 

E. Studies of the Process of Response 

A very few studies have attempted to explore the process of an 
individual’s response, what happens to the reader from when he 
picks up the work to when he finishes it. Many studies which touch 
upon this subject are introspective (e.g., Lesser, 1957; Holland, 
1968; Purves, 1968; Slatoff, 1970) and may be valid descriptions 
of what happens to one individual. Holland’s (1969) is perhaps the 
most comprehensive, for he explores his responses to several w'orks 
over a period of time. A fairly strict Freudian, he poses a dualistic 
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description, one which speaks of a logical — or at least conscious — 
process of analysis and interpretation, and one which speaks of 
a subconscious analogical reading of the fantasy of and in the 
work. These two processes interact in many complex ways to pro- 
duce synthetic statements and evaluations of the work. His des- 
cription supports that of other Freudians and psychological critics 
like Shrodes (1949), who posits a four-stage description: identifi- 
cation of the individual with the work (an affiliation with it), fol- 
lowed by a projection of the self into it, the emotional purging or 
catharsis, and the resultant intellectual or conscious insight. These 
four stages, Shrodes found, described the written responses of 
and the interviews with a number of young adult readers. 

In a study of literary critics, Veley (1971) delineated some re- 
finements of the stages: from passivity to involvement, from a pri- 
mary emotion to an insight to a secondary emotion. This neat des- 
cription, unfortunately, is more the product of response — the criti- 
cal essay — than the process. If anything, Veley’s pattern is a 
pattern of rhetorical discourse. 

And there are many substages that need to be explored, sub- 
stages about which Holland and Shrodes have hinted, such as the 
way in which identification is initiated, and the relationship be- 
tween catharsis and insight (Loban, 1953). In addition, a follow-up 
of Downey’s studies of self-projection needs to be made and probed. 
All of these require detailed case-study techniques. 

Some studies begin to look at process in more specific ways, for 
example, the techniques of Squirer'Hansson, and Dollerup, all of 
whom had students interrupt their readings either to speak or 
write their response or, in the case of Hansson, to check off re- 
sponses to a series of scales. Hansson (1964) found that although 
the product of the response — the final statements — might vary 
among groups, the process of moving from one mental state to 
another during the course of reading was common to diverse groups 
of readers (university teachers, university students, people with a 
high school education). Dollerup’s (1971) study of 26 university 
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students, although only briefly reported in English, does indicate 
the cumulative nature of the reading process. It is quite obvious 
that much more research of the sort that Squire, Hansson, and 
Dollerup initiated needs to be undertaken. 

A number of researchers have explored various facets of the 
larger question of the response process, including the response to 
aspects of literary works and other physical determinants of re- 
sponse. To take the latter group first, we find that little has been 
done recently. Peddie (1952) studied the responses of secondary 
school students with marked haptic tendencies (people with strong 
tactile or kinesthetic imaginations) and found they were better 
able to perform than other students on a test in which they had to 
complete poems according to fitness of mood. In an earlier study, 
Strother (1949) found a relation between muscle activity and 
types of poems read aloud : poems of fear provoked a higher reac- 
tion than poems of happiness, hate, and tranquillity. Nikiforova 
(1960) made one of the few studies of inner speech and literature, 
finding that if the reader of literary descriptions was accompanied 
by automotized speech activity, there was a decline in the quality 
of the students’ judgments and drawings. Apparently constant 
articulation inhibits certain kinesthetic impulses. One of the most 
recent studies in this area (Kaiser, 1967) investigated, the relation 
between metaphor and galvanic skin responses. Kai^r gave groups 
of elementary and secondary students one of two versions of a 
story — one with metaphor and one without. There were no differ- 
ences between responses to the two stories. 

Related to studies of physical response are those dealing with 
sounds and response. Although I. A. Richards argued that there 
was little emotion or meaning intrinsic in sounds, a number of 
empirical studies hint that some meaning or emotional value exists. 
One of the more extensive studies antedating Richards’ work 
(Givler, 1915) found that differ^it sounds produced different var- 
iations in rate (unpleasant sounds produced a faster rate) when 
subjects were asked to tap their fingers while reciting nonsense 
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syllables and that there was fairly high reliability. Nonsense 
stanzas approximating poems were also recited and subjects gave 
consistent introspective impressions which correlated with the im- 
pressions gained after hearing the actual poem. His study confirmed 
an earlier one (Robler and Washburn, 1912) and was later repli- 
cated by Hevner (1937), who also found that metric changes pro- 
duced distinctions in meaning, particularly in moving from iambic 
to anapestic rhythm. The most recent of these studies is 35 years 
old, however, and it seems odd that little has been done to follow up 
the studies and reexamine Richards’ contention — accepted by many 
critics and teachers — that sound is not independent of meaning. 

Studies dealing with the^emotionality of words are somewhat 
more recent. In addition to general studies of reactions to words 
(e.g., Postman, Brewer, and McGinnis, 1948) which indicate that 
individual words do trigger specific reactions, a few researchers 
have looked at words in a literary context. Downey (1927) per- 
formed several studies, first classifying reactions to single nouns 
and adjectives as objective, associative, intra-subjective, symboli- 
zation, and personalization (giving character to a word — a series 
of classes not unlike many dealing with response to literature — and 
later (1929) a more important study showed that words tended to 
produce images in some people and emotional values in others. 
Broom (1966) made studies of emotional words in literary pas- 
sages, asking students to select the word that best filled an emotion- - 
al context and finding that the ability to do so was more highly 
correlated with reading than with other tests of emotion. In trying 
psycho-galvanic reactions to words in poems, Broom found there 
were reactions, “startles,” given certain words but could not assert 
whether the word or the content was operating. One other study 
dealing with words and context showed that some words operate 
independently of context (Hinze, 1961). The words that interfere 
with the interpretation of passages are those about which the / 
reader has mixed feelings. When the subject has a clear attitude 
toward a word, he tends to misinterpret a passage that uses that 
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word with a contrary value. This power of words to affect response 
and understanding is slightly confounded by a study by Bormuth 
and MacDonald (1965) in which a “cloze” test was correlated with 
a test of the ability to detect style. This purely cognitive test was 
used with college students, and the two tests correlated. The abil- 
ity to find the right word and to be objective about style, where 
people are called upon to demonstrate that ability, seems to trans- 
cend any personal associations with the words; one can refuse to 
be influenced by words, but most people do not seem to make that 
refusal. 

There arises an equally confused picture from the studies related 
to imagery. The early studies of Peers (1913) and Downey (1929) 
asserted that people varied in the strength of their capacity to 
summon images and in the degree to which they were visual, audile, 
motile, or olfactive. Despite this difference, students who were 
presented images in poems primarily sensed visual images. The 
students’ sense of images in a poem also increased when they under- 
stood the text, and students with a strong sense of images used it 
in understanding (or misunderstanding) a poem. 

Provocative as these studies are, few researchers have sought 
to replicate or probe them, although Valentine, in another early 
study (1923), did conclude that students found imagery helped 
them to appreciate a text but that telling them to observe imagery 
hindered their sense of the whole poem and did not increase their 
enjoyment. One should also note that virtually nothing has been 
done to bring these separate studies together. Moran (1935) found 
weak correlations among tests of rhythm, imagery, and paraphrase 
(.16 to .48). But are the various aspects of understanding and re- 
sponse (sense of rhythm, sense of imagery, word association, un- 
derstanding, reaction-type, and the like) all discrete? Do they form 
combinations in ways we don’t quite know? 

F. Studies in General Effects of Literature 

There have been almost as many studies on what happens as a 
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result of reading literature as there have been on other aspects of 
/ response. Most have sought to test the hypothesis that writers exert 

/ an undue influence on readers and should, perhaps, be banned. 

Since we have arbitrarily limited ourselves to the printed book, 
we have excluded many related studies on comics, film, and tele- 
vision, which are the current battlefields for studies on influence. 
The studies on effect fall into two groups, those dealing with the 
general effects of books and literature and those dealing with the 
effects of specific texts. 

Those works that deal with general effects have primarily ex- 
plored the characteristics of the reader, the effects that he claims 
he experiences, and the satisfactions he senses. The following cat- 
aloging of satisfactions, incorporates those cited by researchers 
(Lind, 1936; Waples, Berelson, and Bradshaw, 1940; Ford, 1961; 
and Shirley, 1966) : 

I. Instrumental (Lind; Waples, Berelson, and Bradshaw). 

A. Self-esteem or prestige, self-image (Shirley). 

II. Emotional Pleasure. 

A. Diversion (Lind) ; emotional satisfaction (Ford). 

B. Escape (Lind, Ford) ; respite (Waples, Berelson, and 
Bradshaw). 

C. Sensitivity (Shirley). 

III. Intellectual Pleasure. 

A. Aesthetic (Waples, Berelson, and Bradshaw) ; embodi- 
ment of beauty (Ford); self-defining (Lind). 

B. Intellectual stimulation (Ford) ; Knowledge of cul- 
tural groups, of politics, and of social problems (Shir- 
ley). 

C. Moral insight (Ford) ; reinforcement or conversion 
(Waples, Berelson, and Bradshaw) ; philosophy of life 
(Shirley). 
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In the Eight- Year Study, the matter of cataloging was ap- 
proached differently and taxonomically (Smith, Tyler, et al., 1942) . 

1. Satisfaction in the thing appreciated. 

2. Desire for more of the thing appreciated. 

3. Desire to know more about the thing appreciated. 

4. Desire to express one’s self creatively. 

5. Identification of one’s self with the thing appreciated. 

6. Desire to clarify one’s thinking with regard to the life 
problems raised by the thing appreciated. 

7. Desire to evaluate the thing appreciated. 

In creating a measure of these desires, the committee drafted a 
100-item questionnaire but reduced the categories to six,- combining 
numbers 2 and 3. The instrument was tried with a small group and 
found reliable, but it was not used to any great extent. The classifi- 
cation is compatible with the preceding list but deals more with 
levels of satisfaction than with types of satisfaction. The two to- 
gether form a valuable grid for further research, so that type and 
level could be studied together. 

All of these researchers agree on the. influence of social condi- 
tions on these effects, although Shirley significantly finds no cor- 
relation between type of influence and intelligence or reading, 
ability. One influence that appears but which is not noted is that of 
the questionnaire situation. Ford’s students are NOTE Achieve- 
ment Award winners (so are those in a 1964 study by Whitman 
which produced similar results) ; the stated effects are more highly 
cognitive and aesthetic than are those cited in the other studies. 
This difference may result from the students themselves or from 
their perception of the questionnaire maker. In a recent British 
study, adolescents claimed that they read most for insight into 
other ’ peoples’ problems but were not interested in discussing 
literature (Yarlott and Harpin, 1971). 

Two corollaries should be noted. In a study undertaken in 1948 
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to replicate an 1893 study of students’ ideals, none of the 1,536 
children reported ideals drawn from serious literature (3 percent 
from comics), a drop from the 1898 figure of 12 percent (Averill). 
Figures from sports, media, and trades replaced literary and his- 
torical figures. The study confirms that of Havighurst and Robin- 
son. The second corollary study is that which deals with the focus 
of attitude changes (Smith, 1933). Her respondents, students in 
grades four through eight, reported that their attitudes changed 
toward people (37 percent) and animals (33 percent). Thirty per- 
cent told of revised thinking, and 9.2 percent actually mentioned a 
change in behavior. Smith’s gathering of testimony indicates that 
people claim to change as a result of reading, but whether or not 
they do change is open to question. 

The studies that take up this question in some detail come to no 
clear conclusion. A number indicate that after reading works deal- 
ing with selected topics people’s attitudes toward those topics 
change (Sister Mary Agnes, 1946; Feltman, 1954; Young, 1963; 
Fisher, 1965; Tavran, 1967, inter al.), but a larger number indicate 
that their change is nonsignificant and short-lived (Lodge, 1953; 
Bovyer, 1962; Tatara, 1964; Brown, 1966; Milgrim, 1967; Holds- 
worth, 1968, inter al.). The latter group of studies, being better 
designed, seem to hold the most weight, so the case should be con- 
sidered not proved, at least not generally proved, and such factors 
as length of time of exposure, recurrent exposure, and situation 
should be investigated. 

Lewis (1967) went a bit deeper in that she checked the effect of 
various presentations. She presented sixth grade students with'* 
stories dealing with aggression, selfishness, and nurture: one group 
read and discussed them, a second group merely read them, a third 
group discussed the values, and a fourth group was the control 
group. Despite some inconsistencies, a general finding was that 
reading increased awareness of aggressive feelings (as measured 
by a semiprojective test) but that discussion after reading de- 
creased these heightened feelings. Discussion alone brought no 
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change. One implication is that discussion serves as a cathartic 
after reading so that the introduction of volatile material into a 
classroom should be followed by discussion to decrease tension. 

One study (John and Barney, 1967) examined the psychological 
effect of telling ethnic stories to children of ethnic minorities. The 
effect on their self-image was sufficient to warrant inclusion of the 
materials in readers for non-Caucasian children. 

G. Studies in Bibliotherapy 

Bibliotherapy, the "process of dynamic interaction between the 
personality of the reader and literature as a psychological field 
which may be utilized for personality assessment, adjustment, and 
grow'th” (Shrodes, 1949), is a larger subarea of research, most of 
it case-study research rather than empirical or survey research. 
Shrodes did one of the pioneering studies in the area, and her work 
is a landmark, particularly for the survey information, the theoreti- 
cal justification, and the elaborate case study it contains. Her study 
showed that the use of psychoanalytic techniques to probe the re- 
sponses of individuals to literature could be as deep and penetrating 
as a probe through normal psychoanalytic techniques. Further, she 
showed that diagnosis of a student combined with prescribed read- 
ing and free response could effectively restructure the personality 
of the student. 

<Jf Her study is supported by many other case studies (Wilson, 1951 ; 

Edgar, Hazley, and Levitt, 1969; Osthoff, 1970, to name but a few 
that follow the list compiled by Russell and Shrodes, 1950, and 
supplemented by Zaccaria and Moses, 1968, and Riggs, 1968). All 
of these studies indicate that a skillful teacher-therapist, using 
books — both literary and frankly didactic — prose, poetry, and 
drama, can effect a personality change in a neurotic patient. They 
can do so through the patient’s identification with the character 
or situation, his/her projection of self into the vicarious situation, 
the resultant catharsis or emotional-psychological purging, and the 
resultant intellectual insight (see section E of this chapter for a 
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comparison of this process description with others). The biblio- 
therapeutic stages seem to follow the general psychoanalytic stages 
or the stages of a patient-doctor relationship. 

Whether bibliotherapy has any efficacy outside of the clinic has 
been the subject of a number of studies, generally empirical in 
nature. Some studies have shown the usefulness of the techniques 
in group therapy (Edgar and Hazley, 1969; Sapar, 1970), but what 
of the classroom? One study of eighth grade children found that 
there were significant changes in attitude as determined by various 
personality measures, particularly those dealing with social adjust- 
ment and aggressive behavior (Herniinghaus, 1954). The research- 
ers did caution that there needed to be extensive teacher training. 
Amato (1957) made a study with college students who found 
bibliotherapy helpful, but his own research techniques, he finds, 
cast doubt on his findings. OsthofT (1969) found the technique use- 
ful in counselor training. Two studies found that sixth graders used 
books to help solve problems in daily living and that bibliothera- 
peutic techniques worked well in affecting behavior, particularly in 
changing ‘‘undemocratic” behavior (Livengood, 1961 ; Mattera, 
1961). One recent study poses an interesting new direction for re- 
search in bibliotherapy’. It was a study of the effectiveness of the 
technique with disadvantaged students, particularly’ with their 
degree of self-acceptance (Ponder, 1968). The results *.ere what 
one might suspect — nonsignificant differences. The study was rigor- 
ously carried out, looking at the relationship of gain to teachers’ 
scores on the same measures, to reading achievement, and the like. 
The treatment time was brief — one term — and may have been too 
little time in which to expect changes in this area. Therejnight also 
have been too many’ negative influences counteracting the^treat- 
ment. One suspects that the use of literature as a therapeutic agent 
may well be effective, but experimental research design will prob- 
ably not show its effectiveness. The case-study technique seems to 
be more acceptable proof, partly because the change will result 
from a set of variables so complex that the isolation of one will not 
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show its effect and its interaction with others. Multiple repression 
and multiple discriminant analysis mipht help, but the case study 
seems the most efficacious sort of proof. 

Bibliotherapy seems to be less a treatment or a classroom vari- 
able, in the traditional experimental sense, than it is a way of look- 
injjdrtditerature and at the student. It is for this reason that studies 
are included in this section. Bibliotherapy considers the student as 
“unhealthy," in need of psychotherapy, and the book as a medium. 
The teacher becomes a therapist, on a par with a doctor. We ques- 
tion broadcasting of this idea throughout English classes, because 
we feel that it is both unwarranted and infeasible. What we do not 
question, however, is the attitude of the bibliotherapist, an atti- 
tude that Shrodes- imparts so well. This attitude implies that care- 
ful analytic techniques — in this case Freudian techniques — must 
be applied not only to the literature but also to the oral and written 
responses of students. The amount of information about her sub- 
ject that Shrodes imparts through her technique is amazing. If a 
teacher considers what his students say and write with half as 
much thoroughness, then knowledge gained and the impact upon 
teaching and learning may well be strong. Such a technique tends 
to help the teacher approach each student as an individual. 

H. Studies of the Factors in Literary' Learning 

This section deals with a series of miscellaneous studies which 
are neither fully descriptive nor analytic nor treatment studies. 
Smith (1941), for example, sought to ascertain what contributed 
to increased appreciation of literature, as determined b.v question- 
naires and interviews with mature “appreciators.” He reported 
that mental attitude and clarity of objectives for the learner were 
more important than the qualities of the work to be read. Ninety- 
four percent of the people believed that comprehension of meaning 
was all of appreciation, followed by ability to create word pictures 
and associate emotions. Least important was the knowledge of 
literary-critical terms. A more direct study (Wheeler, 1923) asked 
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university students to note any images that struck them as they 
read tvv<“ poems three times. They were then asked whether noting 
the images "naturally” was useful. Eighty percent said that the 
continuity of images was useful to this appreciation. When asked 
to make an effort to obtain images as they read, 74 percent reported - 
the effort hindered their appreciation. This indication of the inter- 
ference of enforced analysis with a sense of the wholeness of the 
poem, put together with Valentine’s early report (1923), gives us 
some information about attitudes toward the study of literature, 
but we need to know more to find out whether the often expressed 
distaste for such study is as widespread a phenomenon as the 
loudest complainers in any class would have us believe. Kammann 
(1966) found that perceived- task influenced choice; students would 
choose to explore texts that were relatively simple if they had to 
face a teacher ; if the choice were for discussion with a friend, the 
choice would be for a more complex text. Further, the students’ 
interest declined when they considered they had to read the poem 
for a professor and rose as anxiety about the assignment was re- 



duced. His study certainly deserves amplification. 

\There have been a few studies of knowledge of author^and work. 
In 1&^7 White found that knowledge correlated .69 \yith reading 
ability "'■when twelfth grade urban students were tested. A small 
study of knowledge of fairy tales (Babcock, 1949) found that young 
children knew a good number of the classics an<y liked them. A 
more fruitful study (Witzig, 1956) tested whether^students remem- 
bered mythical prose longer than. ..factual prose. He applied a 
measure using four selections and a weelc’s time lag and found 
that the factual material faded somewhat faster than the mytho- 
logical, a very modest confirmation of the Jungian hypothesis -about 
the power of the collective unconscious. 

. An early study (Burch, 1928) sought to define levels along three 
dimensions: understanding ideas, sharing the experience of the 
characters, and entering the vicarious experience. A test, controlled 
for reading difficulty, distinguished grades eight, nine, and ten 
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from grades eleven and twelve. This study is one of the few de- 
velopmental studies undertaken, and it badly needs to be redone, 
adding more modern material and considering other dimensions. 

One related study (Bailey, 1955) deserves separate attention, 
partly because it deals witli the specialized topic of Bible study. 
Bailey examined the relationship between social and personal 
characteristics of adolescent's and their comprehension of Bible 
passages. Students were asked to read and write answers to ques- 
tions about meaning and personal applications of biblical passages 
and to relate the passages to modem life. The ability to read - and 
relate was correlated with intelligence, formal Bible study, and 
church attendance (but not with sex and age). Which of the three 
positive correlates accounted for more of the variance was not de- 
termined, but study seems to confirm the notion that prior exposure, 
either formal or informal, improves understanding (as measured 
by an expert judgment of what understanding should be). 

Obviously, a great deal of research could be done that would 
probe relationships among the various aspects of literary achieve- 
ment. The National Assessment data may prove of some help in 
this matter when it comes out, but because of the nature of the 
sampling, multiple analysis of variance or multiple correlation will 
probably not be forthcoming. Certainly a series of carefully related 
studies would be useful. 

I. Development of Literature Tests 

There are some few studies in which the prime emphasis has 
been on the development of test measures themselves (see the 
recent review by Cooper, 1971). Each of these assumes the iso- 
latability of certain behaviors related to literary achievement. More 
often than not the behaviors are isolated by happenstance or by 
custom. Thus one testmaker (Lawson, 1968) assumes that the 
ability to comprehend the meaning, the ability to identify the 
technicalities of verse, and the ability to make value judgments are 
the three "appropriate” behaviors for testing-achievement with 
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respect to poetry. The resultant test is reliable, difficult, and rela- 
tively valid (r. 71 with semester grades of eleventh and twelfth 
grade students). Lawson’s global descriptions of abilities hide a 
multiplicity of subbehaviors, however, and one wonders how adeV 
quale a sampling of these behaviors there was. The same criticism 
may be applied to other formulations of test items ; A Look at 
Literature (NCTE/Educational Testing Service, 1969 classifies 
items in an “appreciation” test under translation, ^ex^ension, and 
awareness. When nine experts were asked to classify the items, 
they. could secure 55 percent agreement on 91 percent of the items 
hut 86 percent agreement on only 37 percent of the j items. Finer- 
classification schemes are needed, but the NCTE/ETS test does 
seem to provide an adequate measure of the ability of fourth and 
fifth grade students to read literary passages with some under- 
standing. No validity measures were undertaken, but KR-20 reli- 
ability estimates were found to be .83. The. correlation of"the test 
with the STEP reading test ranges from .67 to .79, indicating that 
the test is not greatly different from a general measure of reading 
ability. This finding contradicts those of Forman (1951) who found 
the correlation to be .53, and Hartley (1930) who found it to be 
lower. Hartley’s study made finer classifications in a test of mean- 
ing by taking passages that show problems with syntactic condensa- 
tion, e.g., problems with figures and symbols, sense impressions, 
word values, and rhythm, and making up one four-choice item 

pertinent to that problem for each passage. 

These studies dealt with multiple-choice tests, a form convenient 
to the statistician but anathema to the humanist. Two studies. have 
sought to validate multiple-choice against “freer” test measures. 
One found that multiple-choice items on a poem and a short story 
/ correlated no higher than .23 with scores on short answers and 
/ essay questions (Sterling, 1967). This finding was confirmed by 
Choppin and Purves (1969), but they found that when the items 
were matched— multiple-choice against short-answer — and when 
stories were the stimuli, the correlations rose from .39 to .60. These 
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correlations attenuated for unreliability range from .58 to .91. “The 
multiple-choice questions per se do riot seem to measure anything 
different than open-ended questions per se.” What differences exist 
seem to be between the stimulus texts rather than between item- 
types, so that one cannot easily castigate multiple-choice items. 

Another kind of test that was developed for its own sake is the 
test of the ability to empathize with literary characters (Mahoney, 
1960). Such a test was a series of 20 multiple-choice items on each 
of four passages; the subjects were to answer the items as they 
thought the character might. The scores were slightly correlated 
with other empathy measures, and more highly correlated with 
tests of reading. These results indicated that the test might have 
been measuring the ability to comprehend a character rather than 
the ability to empathize. Still another kind is that of Howells and 
Johnson (1932), who tested the ability to discriminate among types 
of metre and created a measure that differentiated high school and 
college students. / 

We have referred to measures of taste and other aspect^ of 
literary response in the sections specifically directed to those topics. 
We should note the various attempts to create measures of taste, 
specifically those of Abbott and Trabue, Rigg, Herbert Carroll, and 
Ash. All worked on measures with “best” or “more literary” selec- 
tions and some distortions. Of these Carroll’s is the least satis- 
factory because it does not consider the. interrelation of form and 
content, but uses four different selections, each one representative 
of a different "level” of style in Carroll’s terms (la different order 
of style to the reader). Abbott and Trabue, Rigg, and Ash used 
much more valid techniques, and their measures (or versions 
of them) should be used in research, although perhaps with less 
judgmental sorts of. interpreting. ’ 

We should note other measures developed as instruments for 
other studies, particularly those developed for curriculum evalua- 
tion. The instruments created for the Eight-Year Study in attitudes 
and interest (Smith and Tyler, 1942) and those developed by Fader 
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and McNeil (1968) for “English in Every Classroom, a curriculum 
project sponsored by Program English of the United States Office 
of Education, are as good as any in the field. The measur ® 8 
for the Carnegie Curriculum Project (Steinberg et al., 1968) are 
examples of measures of cognitive style. Certainly these, as^ well 
as the cognitive measures developed by Coryell, .Hartley, an ^ 

Florida State Curriculum Project (Burton et al., 1968), and t fi°^ e 
referred to in this section should all be considered for any evalu- 
ative task or any research study. (See chapter 3 for a fuller discus- 
ser of this topic.) Other sources on the development of testing 
instruments and test design in literature may be found in Bloom, 
Hastings, and Madaus (1971). 

SU What7then, do we know about response to literature? We know 
that it is a complex process and that it consists of a number of 
interrelated parts: understanding; the possession of information 
and the ability to grasp verbal and human complexities; psychologi- 
cal readiness to become as objective as one can; the concomitant 
psychological ability to enter-into the world of the work; the use 
of various evaluative criteria, both personalandimpersonaiand 
the ability to articulate critical statements. We know that under- 
standing and liking are associated. We know that readers are in- 
terested more in the content of literature than in its form. W 
know that some readers can be influenced by what they read— emo- 
tionally, attitudinally, and intellectually. 

The studies also tend to support the transactional theory of 
criticism set forth by Rosenblatt, who drew on Dewey and Bentley s 
transactional formulation for the natural sciences. This theory 
states that there are a text sffid an individual reader and that the , 
transaction between the two produces the poem. That the resultant 
poem is dominated almost equally by the two forces seems demon- 
strated by a number of studies, but it is also the operating assump- 
tion of a number, those which examine reader variables holding the 
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text constunt or text variables holding the reader constant. That 
this assumption lies at the heart of most of the studies is no criti- 
cism of the studies but simply an acknowledgment of one of the 
tacit assumptions” — to use Polanyi’s phrase — in this research. 
Only a few of the taste studies seem to question the assumption, 
because they do take for granted the unassailable quality of the 
text. A skeptic can say, however, that what is unassailable is not 
the text but the judgment of the researchers. Similarly, some of 
the tests of comprehension assume a “right answer” to their ques- 
tions, but one can say that answers are not right or wrong, but 
more or less reasonable. With these two possible exceptions, how- 
ever, the researchers in response to literature have generally ac- 
cepted and confirmed the transactionist definition. 

If we construct a chart of the four schemata we have set forth 
in this chapter, one finds a number of significant correspondences. 
The schemata of understanding, judgment, response, and satisfac- 
tion all contain cognitive and personal aspects, or perhaps “ob- 
jective” and “subjective.” All seem to recognize a split between form 
and content as they are understood, judged, perceived, and appreci- 
ated. There is an evaluation aspect to all of the schemata, which 
seems to be both understanding and judgment and which seems to 
be both personal and impersonal. If we place the categories from 
these schemata together with the four stages of the process of 
response, we see even more exciting connections. 
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Certainly at both a theoretical and an empirical level, much more 
needs to be done to probe the connections among these five general 
areas. What is the relation between catharsis and emotional plea- 
sure, or personal response and the psychological blocks to under- 
standing? What is the relationship of formal liking to cognitive 
failure or mastery? What are the relationships between the vari- 
ously derived but similar subcategories of the five areas? Many more 
studies of interrelationships are needed if we are to move any closer 
to an Understanding of the complexity of response to literature. 

The next direction in research, thus, might well be exploration 
into the complex system of literary response. Such exploration 
might well employ the case-study technique of exploring many as- 
pects of the responses of a few individuals. This technique should 
be combined with multivariate analysis, multidimensional scaling, 
partition analysis, and other more sophisticated statistical treat- 
ments. The simple correlation tells us some things, but not enough. 
Further, some early studies should be not simply replicated but 
deepened. The studies of Vine, Britton, Ash, Meckel, Downey, 
Thayer and Pronko, Stewart, Hansson, Loban, Shrodes, Givler, 
Kammann, Shirley — to name but a few — are among those which 
should be reexamined, rethought, and repeated. All of them raise 
interesting questions, all suggest ways of answering questions, all 
need the application of new methodological techniques to find 
answers. 

Each of the questions and answers has an impact on the teaching 
of literature. In part, they can help the teacher know about text 
selection. More important, however, they can tell the teacher about 
how and why students approach literature as they do and about 
what kinds of questions to ask of students. Many of the studies deal 
with the verbalization of response and its relation to perception. 
Knowing the types of verbalization and of perception that are most 
to be expected, as well as the possible disturbances and sources of 
confusion, can only help a teacher interested in the cognitive and 
affective growth of students. 
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Studies of Readinglnterests 



Two excellent recent reviews of reading interests, by McKay 
(1968) and Mott (1970), provide a historical perspective on de- 
velopments in the research .on reading interests. This summary, 
therefore, seeks to explore methodology and findings. The studies 
on reading interests are discussed according to the outline below. 
Many of the larger studies straddle these categories: 



Methodology. 

The interests: interests in content, interests in form, amount of 

" reading and interests, book difficulty and interests, and literary 

quality and interests. A 

\ 

Personal determinants of interests: age, sex, intelligence, 
reading ability,..attifude, and psychological needs. 

Institutional determinants of interests: availability of books, 
•socioeconomic and ethnic determinants, peer, parent, and 
•teacher influences, and television and movies as determinants. 

A. Methodology 

A variety of different methods have been used to assess reading 
interests and. study their determinants. Most of these methods are 
■ plagued Avith the usual problems of descriptive or survey research. 
, .,v Problems in reading interests methodology are discussed by 
; Meckel (1946), Braddock (1956), Norvell (1958), McKay (1968), 
: ^ lfottv<1970), and, perhaps the most thorough, Lehtovaara and 



meg 










\ • \ 



I 

literature and the Reader 



Differences in methodology, in addition to differences in type and 
size of population samples, make it difficult to compare results and 
thereby generalize about interests. Studies often fail to specify 
procedures employed. Many early studies lacked the methodological 
and statistical sophistication of later studies. Many studies focus 
primarily on icltaf the interests are by means of checklists, library 
withdrawals, reading inventories, or questionnaires, while others 
have explored cause# of interest patterns by means of case-study 
methods or measurements which compare the effects of different 
variables and the relations of these variables to each other. Gen- 
eral izing about data from different studies is also difficult because 
of varying assumptions about interests: some studies assume that 
interests are synonymous with what people read, while others as- 
sume that interests are needs, value orientations, positive attitudes 
or personality traits (Getzels, 1956). Often a clear definition of 
“interest” is not provided, or certain categories — fiction, non- 
fiction, reader, nonreader, etc. — are only vaguely defined. 

Most studies have repeatedly treated the data in terms of tradi- 
tional categories, such as age, sex, intelligence, socioeconomic fac- 
tors, reading ability, and education, rather than considering them 
in' terms' of symbolic interaction variables — how the meaning of 
certain works in certain contexts affects interests (Meckel, 1946). 

The most basic problem in methodology is that the instruments 
. used may bias the results. A review of the various measuring tech- 
niques suggests that" while all of them lack reliability and many 
lack validity, some may provide information more appropriate for 
an investigator’s particular needs than others. 

The most popular device has been the questionnaire. McKay 
(1968) surveyed studies since 1900 and found that the question- 
naire was used two to one over rating lists and two and one-half 
to one over observation. Questionnaires are. used to ask subjects 
to list or rank order preferred titles or types, to give reasons for 
preferences, or to provide background information. A more recent 
technique involves responses ‘to a series of statements about the 
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subject’s reaction or attitude toward reading. Stevenson ( 1969) - 
used a Q-sort instrument of forty-four cards about reading in- 
terests and found them to be reliable over a long period of time. 
An obvious advantage of the questionnaire is that the investigator 
may direct questions toward particular areas which interest him. 
The questionnaire depends for its reliability, however, on the sub- 
ject’s ability to comprehend his own motives for reading and on 
his subjective recall. Subjects may recall only unique, unusual 
books or books recently read, or they may project their present 
interests into the past, thus biasing their recall of previous reading 
(Meckel, 1946). Students may respond in vmyi that teachers or 
investigators expect them to respond; their choices may have been 
directed by what the school or family has provided. Students may 
be unable to analyze their own impressions of books and to express 
these impressions adequately. This is especially true of younger 
students, although Norvell (1958) found high correlations between 
third graders’ questionnaire responses and checklist responses. 
Despite these major drawbacks, the questionnaire continues to be 
a popular instrument, especially in teacher-directed research in 
the classroom. 

The interview technique may augment the use of questionnaires 
in that the investigator can check for biases in questionnaire data. 
In-depth interviews (Gray and Munroe, 1929; Strang, 1942; Ennis, 
1965) can reveal certain personality factors and attitudes, in addi- 
tion to information about home environment. But the interview 
technique is time-consuming and requires highly trained investi- 
gators. 

Another problem with the interview technique is that subjects 
may not provide accurate information. Shatter (1951) found that 
students overestimated the amount of reading they did. Preferences 
stated in interviews may yield different interests than those gained 
by actual observation, because students may state only culturally 
approved interests (Byers, 1964). Ennis (1965), however, found 
on the basis of quantitative data that adult subjects can accurately 
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differentiate between amounts and titles read and their interests, 
suggesting that older subjects may provide more accurate informa- 
tion .than younger subjects in interviews. Ennis used checklists of 
titles because he found that, although subjects have difficulty in 
recalling titles, once the title is recalled subjects are able to remem- 
ber much about theJ>)Ook. Checklists of book titles provide specific 
information not only about what particular books have or have 
not been read but also about interests as measured by rating scales. 
For example, Norvell (1950) used a rating scale of “very interest- 
ing," “fairly interesting,” and “uninteresting.” The formula for 
the “interest score” of a particular book was the number of stu- 
dents reporting a selection “very interesting” added to half the 
number who reported it “fairly interesting,” divided by the total 
of all student reports. 

When composed of titles assumed to be popular, however, the 
checklist may not. be sampling all the subjects’ actual reading. 
Moreover, subjects may rate books which they have not read. 

Thorndike (1941), who noted that brighter students read more 
and had easier access to books, attempted to minimize factors of 
actual reading experience by devising the fictitious-titles checklist. 
Fictitious titles and short annotations describing the content of 
the book can be developed on the basis of the types of reading under 
investigation — for example, mystery might be represented by The 
Secret Passaycway, with an appropriate description. One problem 
is that the types or categories represented may not be clearly dis- 
tinguished by either the investigator or the subject. The subjects 
may also misinterpret the type due to connotations or identifica- 
tion of the title with actual titles. Much of the success of this 
technique depends upon what the subjects infer about topics of 
interest from the titles. Zais (1969) developed the “sophistication 
of reading interest scale” using paired comparisons of fictitious 
story synopses instead of annotated titles with secondary school 
students. This scale represents an advance in measurement tech- 
nique in that it combines the paired comparison, which has been 
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shown to be highly accurate (Lehtovaara and Saarinen, 1964), 
with fictitious items. Zais assumed that directionality, or growth 
in interests, can be measured: the least sophisticated synopses em- 
phasized plot, hackneyed devices, conflict, and stereotyped charac- 
ters; the moderately sophisticated emphasized characters, charac- 
ter's point of view, some psychological conflict, and ideas of limited 
scope; the most sophisticated emphasized ideas or theme, a phi- 
losophy of life, psychological conflict, and symbolic characteriza- 
tion. Such levels' contain certain questionable value orientations 
toward measuring growth, although the scale was not designed as 
a definitive measure of growth. Comparison between a teacher- 
ranking of student interests in four classes and results from the 
scale indicated no significant differences between teacher assess- 
ment and the scale for two classes and significant di (Terences for 
the other two classed. 

A common device in classroom research and in individualized 
reading programs is the reading record kept by students or teach- 
ers. This record does provide information about actual reading, 
but often the reading is not reported fully. The record may reflect 
certain reading patterns as determined by the nature of the books 
available rather than by reading interests (Meckel, 1946). A sim- 
ilar source of information is library withdrawal records, whith do 
reflect some degree of effort as an expression of interests. How- 
ever, various selectivity factors seriously bias any results: the 
socioeconomic class of subjects who frequent the library results in 
a selected sample; libraries may not have additional copies of 
popular books, reducing their availability; subjects may be more 
attracted by the size or appearance of the book than by content; 
the most serious drawback is that the books may never be read, al- 
though the withdrawal itself may reflect some interest pattern. 
These liabilities may be offset by requesting further information 
from the borrower when he returns the book. 

Another technique which is used occasionally involves subjects' 
ratings of text samples (Dunn, 1921; Gates, 1930; Kangley, 1930). 

\'7d- 
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This method gives the subject a concrete and fresh image of types 
of reading in a more direct manner than the fictitious-titles (with 
synopses) checklists (Lehtovaara and Saarinen, 1964). Droney, 
Cucchiara, and Scipione (1953) found that students selected stories 
on the basis of content rather than titles. The essential problem 
with this approach is that a sample of a book may not reflect cer- 
tain qualities of the whole book, for example, a suspenseful plot. 
Another problem is whether the sample represents the types being 
tested. On the other hand, one bias in research has been that in- 
terests have been inferred from preferences for titles. This ap- 
proach could be used to measure interests in certain types of styles, 
literary devices, or basic genre forms. 

The rating scale measurement employed in these various ap- 
proaches may fail- to-reflect certain-subjective qualities of prefer- 
ence. The free response measurement, as used by Richards (1929), 
Malchow (1937), and Strang (1942), does allow for unstructured 
expression of interests but may require careful content analyses 
to discern specific preference patterns. The free-response tech- 
nique may contain certain biases toward verbal ability but may 
avoid biases toward expressipn of interests in written form if re- 
sponses are oral (oral responses beget' other problems). Content 
analysis techniques, when applied to those selections which sub- 
jects prefer, reveal certain types of content and form (Jordan, 
1921; Zellei*, 1941). No sophisticated content analysis schema for 
accurately measuring interests has been devised. 

Distrust of self-report techniques has led to recent interest in 
direct observation techniques, such as noting which book on a 
table may be chosen by subjects. The assumption behind this tech- 
nique is that observed behavior reflects interest. Another recent 
development has been the use of the semantic differential test to 
measure interests (Klein, 1968). 

Little research has been devoted to which of these techniques, if 
any, provides a more accurate measure of reading interests. Thus, 
different techniques may have produced such different results that 
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any generalization about results from dilTerent studies is highly 
suspect. For example, Byers (1964) taped topics discussed by 
first graders in a group free-discussion period. Smith (1962) kept 
records of first graders’ free-choice library selections. Byers (1966) 
found that science and nature were first-choice topics, while Smith 
found that humor and fantasy were first-choice topics. Of course, 
students’ interests as reflected in discussions may be quite dilTerent 
from those reflected in library selections. 

Only two studies have tested the merits of dilTerent techniques. 
Lehtovaara and Saarinen (1964) compared results from four 
dilTerent methods: questionnaire, fictitious-title booklist, text 
sample, and paired comparisons. Two thousand Finnish students, 
ages ten throqgh sixteen, comprised the sample. Twenty-six cate- 
gories of types of reading were used as a basis for comparison. 
The booklist and the text samples had the closest correspondence; 
the booklist and the questionnaire, the next closest. These three 
methods, excluding the paired comparisons, were relatively simi- 
lar, although differences in frequencies of the rating alternatives 
prevented any exact combination. The questionnaire resulted in 
more suggestive ratings than the other methods. Kiser (1968) 
studied the elTectiveness of measuring elementary school students’ 
attitudes toward reading using the San Diego County Inventory 
of Reading Attitude, consisting of 25 attitude items such as “Do 
you like to read before you go to bed?’’ (Hovves, 1963), peer rat- 
ings, teacher ratings, and verbal achievement tests. The attitude 
inventory was more effective for boys than for girls in grades 
three through six ; scores from the other three indicators were high- 
er for girls than boys. Although this study was concerned more 
with general attitude than with interests, it does suggest that 
certain techniques may be more appropriate for certain groups 
according to sex, age, ability, or socioeconomic factors. But, if 
any future synthesis of results from studies is to be achieved, con- 
sistent use of one or two techniques is essential. 

Another methodological problem with many reading interest 
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studies is the small reliability due to the small size ox the 
sample. Using a formula for the standard deviation of a per cent 

[ p == \ (p9/N)J, Norveli (1958) found that samples of 500-1000 

subjects in each gradearereliable, but that sample's” below 300 are 
questionable. Of course, some investigators may not be seeking 
quantitative results; in many cases the need to quantify has led 
researchers away from much subjective data about interests re- 
vealed in case studies. 

Of methodologies for determining reading interest, then, we may 
say that observation of books read is the most accurate and the 
most difficult to manipulate, save in controlled settings. Of the 
measures which ask for the subject's recall, some form of check- 
list or questionnaire is better than an open-response question 
(“What do you like to read?"). A questionnaire which uses some 
checklist (actual or fictitious titles or descriptions) is probably 
the best, even though it risks suggesting to the respondent what 
sorts of things the researcher would like him to read. If we are to 
pursue the topic of reading interest, then, the construction and 
validation of a questionnaire format is an important first step. 

\ 

If. The Interests 

This section reviews reading interests in terms of two cate- 
gories: (1) content or type of subject matter and (2) form-genre 
types and types of literary devices. (Specific title preferences will 
not be included in detail in this review ) The content-form dis- 
tinction has always been an arbitrary one, but one which allows 
for distinctions between interest types. For example, while interest 
in form (the novel, suspenseful plots, sensuous style, etc.) may 
remain constant through a subject’s life, his interest' in content 
may undergo changes (e.g., his interest in animal stories or fairy 
tales may decline rapidly at an early age and may be replaced by 
interest in sports or mystery). Research on- the determinants for 
interests will be discussed in a later section. 



Reading Interests 



Content 

Most research has indicated that content serves as the most im- 
portant criterion for interest choices (Rankin, 1941; Norvell, 1950, 
Whitman, 1964). Studies of elementary and, to a lesser extent, of 
secondary students’ interests in content have shown relatively high 
agreement over the decades. This agreement may result from, the 
consistent use of similar categories in these studies. Certain titles 
may have fallen easily into set categories, so that the categories 
were not questioned. Further, content is much too loosely defined. 
Adventure as a category may have a number of interpretations 
(action, suspense, violence, faraway places, manliness), and the 
researcher’s conception of adventure may be far from the respond- 
ents’ and one respondent’s from another’s. There has been no 
checking of the reliability of a category that we could find. A se- 
lection may be classified as an animal story but may have been 
chosen for its conversation (Austin, 1956). 

Another bias of many studies of content is that the l cseai chers, 
never quite freed themselves from notions of what students in- 
terests “should be.” Thus, certain subject matter (such as sex or 
drugs) has been totally ignored. Yet the value of many of these 
studies is that they do reveal what may be assumed to be students 
actual interests, interests which conflict with literature curricula 
in the schools. Such findings should not remain ignored. 

The studies are presented here by age groups — elementary, 
secondary,- and college adult— iii order that certain developmental 
patterns may be outlined. 

' Elementary. Many studies recognize similar developmental pat- 
terns for elementary school students. A typical list of elementary 
students’ interests has been compiled by Broening (1934); (in 
order of decreasing interest) adventure, fairy tales, making things, 
“humor, biography, true-event stories, and animals. However, cer- 
tain rapid changes (more rapid than at th® secondaiy level) do 
occur. Pupils in the first and second grades prefer subject matter 
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about animals, nature, fantasy (fairy tales), and characters as 
children (Witty, Coomer,' and McBean, 1946; Nelson, 1966; Con- 
suelo, 1967). Students in third and fourth grades become more 
interested in adventure, daily life or familiar experiences, nature, 
and animals, with a decreasing interest in fantasy, usually in the 
form of fables (Curley, 1928). A stronger interest in more realistic 
subject matter develops as students begin to read more on their 
own and begin to perceive reading as a source of information about 
the world (Tertnan and Lima, 1931). In grades five* and six, read- 
ing interests become more fixed (Tcrman and Lima). Adventure 
is still popular, especially selections with main characters who 
fulfill students’ hero worship; for boys, interest increases in war, 
travel, and mystery, all of which emphasize the suspenseful or the 
unknown (Row, 1968); for girls, interest in animal stories, west- 
erns, and fairy tales decreases as interest in love stories begins 
and as sex differences become more pronounced (Shores, 1954). 

/ Developmental shifts vary with students’ sophistication. Thorn- 
dike (1941) found that more intelligent students lost interest in 
less sophisticated content (animals, foreign children, magic, and 
fantasy) at an earlier age. For older children, bright students lost 
interest in adventure, school stories, and mystery and detective 
stories earlier than average or below average students. Little 
change occurred in travel and adult adventure. Interest increased 
in school stories and romance for low-IQ girls and in sports stories 
for low-IQ boys. 

Several studies have found shifts in these content preferences 
since 1900, shifts which might be termed cultural. For example, 
interest in stories about exotic foreign lands has decreased while in- 
terest in stories about space travel or sports heroes has increased. 
Nelson (1&66) compared poetry preferences of students in 1965 
with poemli in readers of 1928 and found significant differences in 
content. However, while the content as presented in readers has 
changed drastically due to changes in educational philosophy and 
attitudes toward teaching classical literature, many studies indi- 
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cate highly similar interests over the years and the consistency of 
children’s basic psychological needs — the need to fantasize, ex- 
plore, or identify with animals, heroes, and children who provide 
optimistic models for vicarious experiences. 

I 

Secondary. Studies of junior high school students’ content pref- 
erences are important in that the amount of voluntary literature 
reading reaches a high point in junior high school, only to decline 
ib the ninth grade, and in that differences between the sexes be- 
come apparent both physically and in terms of interest. Seventh 
and eighth grade girls tend to prefer mystery, romance, animals, re- 
ligion, career stories, comedy, and biography, while boys tend to 
prefer science fiction, mystery, adventure, biography, history, an- 
imals, and sports. Both, however, show an increasing interest in 
non-fiction, historical and mystical romance, and works dealing 
with adolescents (Strang, 1946; Leafe, 1958; Smith and Eno, 1961 ; 
( Carlsen, 1967). By asking students about the type of story they 
‘would have an author write, Smith and Eno also found that stu- 
dents preferred a protagonist who was a student between ages 15 
and 19 and who was attractive, intelligent, and physically strong. 

McCullough (1936), using a similar technique of asking students 
to write a letter recommending a book and justifying that choice, 
found that the most important “interest-rousers” were unusual 
achievement and heroism and that while girls discussed prefej:- 
enc \s for romance, they demonstrated little realistic understanding 
of the subject; Wheeler (1920) had earlier found that half of girls’ 
reading was of series books. Malchow (1937) found that boys pre- 
ferred characters who were highly clever, could outwit others, and 
were ambitious, while girls preferred characters who were aca- 
demically bright, socially successful, and considerate. 

Developmental differences at this level do occur, especially dif- 
ferences in emotional maturity and susceptibility, to mass media 
influences, as well as intelligence differences. Novotny (1954) found 
that !ow-IQ seventh graders preferred stories of stereotyped 
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westerns and adventure. Soares and Simpson (1967) found that 
high-IQ students were more interested in love and courtship, and 
that low-IQ students preferred the theme of success or failure. 

These findings dramatize how cultural values and socialization 
patterns in America heavily influence adolescents 1 interests. The 
characters preferred reflect stereotyped sex differences — aggres- 
siveness for boys and femininity for girls — especially in earlier 
studies. Until grade nine, students* interests appear free from 
pragmatic concerns; their motives for reading literature are large- 
ly enjoyment and entertainment, culminating in the junior high 
school “reading craze.” Strang (1946) found that interest in 
psychology and vocational matters develops from grade nine on. 

The content preferences of high school students develop to the 
level that little difference from most, adult preferences can be de- 
tected (Terman and Lima, 1931). High school students’ reading 
suggests a broadening and maturing of interests, although some 
students begin to narrow their interests. The .major difference 
from junior high school interests is that high school students read 
less juvenile literature and more nonfiction; they read more to 
satisfy informational needs or academic demands. Another differ- 
ence is that high school interests reflect the need to define philo- 
sophical stances and a value orientation toward social problems. 
Books which deal with social deprivation, inequality, or discrim- 
ination are popular (Carlsen, 1967), particularly those with scape- 
goat heroes. Main characters representing vocational options are 
also popular. Whether content preferences are developed more by 
school-assigned readings than by outside-of-school reading has not 
been researched, nor has the importance of sex books or books of 
topical interest like Jerry Rubin’s Do It! 

Witty’s findings (1961) are typical. Boys preferred adventure, 
mystery, humor, and science fiction of mature quality but contain- 
ing much action, while girls preferred romance, humor, mystery, 
and career stories. To this finding one can add that, among senior 
high students, there is increased interest in biography, sports, 
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personal appearance, and homemaking; decreased interest in mys- 
tery, humor, and drama; and a shift toward character and realistic 
stories and toward mature romances with more complex plots, 
more moral decisions, and deeper character adjustments (Elder 
and Carpenter, 1928; Brink, 1939; Smith and^ Eno, 1901). Most 
of these studies dealt with college-bound students. Since colleges in 
the late 1800s began publishing booklists of recommended reading, 
much literature reading of college-bound high school students has 
been oriented toward these ‘‘important works,” which, especially 
on earlier lists, were predominantly classical. The reading interests 
of non-college-bound students have been largely ignored, under the 
assumption that there existed no well-defined goal, other than 
"pleasure,” for their reading. 

Studies reveal a shift toward reading more contemporary titles 
in the schools, although whether any drastic shift in interests has 
occurred since 1900 is diilicult to discern. Of course, title popu- 
larity shifts quickly. Charters (1938) found that of 64 novels 
popular in 1927 only four remained popular in 1936. Titles pre- 
ferred in 1924 were by Dickens, Bronte, Shakespeare, Verne, arid 
Twain; in 1965 they were by more recent authors — Fleming, Gold- 
ing, Hemingway, Orwell, and Shute (Hughes, 1924; W, J. Jones, 
1965). Students today reveal* a stronger disinterest in traditional 
high school titles (e.g.. The Scarlet Letter, Great Expectations, 
Red Badge of Courage), favoring such titles as The Catcher in the 
Rye, I i)S 4, and To Kill a Mockingbird (Gallo, 1968). 

Little sophisticated research exists on why specific titles or 
writers are popular, because the usual procedure is to infer broad 
interest types from title preferences rather than to scrutinize par- 
ticular aspects of a work. One study which did analyze twelfth 
grade preference responses to popular titles found, for example, 
that The Catcher in the Rye filled a need for self-identification and 
shaping of values, The Uyly American and Atlas Shrugged, for 
shaping attitudes. One salient reason for shifts in title popularity 
is that paperbacks have presented a wider exposure to recent titles 
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than have traditional school literature courses. Paperback book 
clubs have provided a variety of options. One study found that 
80' percent of the bonks purchased were read and 75 percent of 
the books were "enjoyable” ; an important factor in the book 
club’s success was the teacher’s attitude (Algra and Fiilbrandt, 
1971). 

College/ Adult. The content preferences of college students and 
adults have received little attention, primarily because investigators 
find secondary and elementary schools a more amenable setting for 
their research, although they could start with analyses of best 
seller and book club lists, as did Q.D. Leavis. 

Two studies of college students’ preferences reflect a change in 
interests which coincides with basic changes in college students’ 
values. George Smith (194G) analyzed library records and student 
reports 6f weekly reading at the University of Chicago, 193G-1937. 
lie found that onlyten percent of the total reading was voluntary 
and th?(t most reading Was related to course work. Novels with 
psychological, social, or family topics were popular. -.Brighter stu- 
dents read more humorous and satiric books, w’hile lower-intelli- 
gence groups read novels of “adolescent quality.” Gottsdanker and 
Pidgeon (1969) analyzed student reports of books which most 
influenced them. Forty percent of the reading was fiction, *(much 
not assigned) and one half of that was written after World War II. 
Social and political commentary and religion comprised 30 percent 
of the reading, and writers such as Camus, Hesse, Tolkien, and 
Sartre, who reflect existential concerns, were_popular.- 

Studies of adult content preferences indicate that while a wide 
variety of types are read, professional and recreational interests 
tend to narrow the range of interests; changes in adults’ interests 
are as susceptible to cultural shifts as students’ interests are to 
changes in philosophy of literature instruction. In a nationwide 
survey (Link and Hope, 194^) most preferred types were (in de-' 
scending order of preference) adventure, war, social problems, 
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history, religion, and mystery. Porcclla’s (1964) review of rend- 
ing -interests studies of college-educated adults found that business—., 
men preferred historical fiction and mysteries— only one-fifth of 
/their reading consisted of serious modern novels. In contrast, 
librarians preferred modern novels. Foster (1936) found that 
housewives read twice as many novels of family life as the aveuige 
unmarried woman. One conclusion might be that profession dic- 
tates content preference. However, many other variables are opci- 
atinj?: Waples (1932) found no significant positive relationship 
between subjects of interest for factory workers and subjects about 
which they read, although, Wen two books equally readable, more 
reading was done on the subject of more interest. The most im- 
portant factors were accessibility and readability, rather than con- 
tent. Further investigation in adult interests is needed on the 
interaction of different variables of content, availability, and read- 
ability. For example, is the popularity of mysteries due to certain 
content features or to easy availability? Most of these studies wcic 
done before the advent of television, and the interaction of media 
and preferences bears scrutiny. 

As far as the content of literature is concerned, then, we can see 
that there exist certain developmental trends: from fiction to 
nonfiction, from plot-dominated to character-dominated works, from 
evident fantasy (fairy talc and animal play) to implicit fantasy 
(adventure, mystery, and romanced We can sec that there are sex 
differences in reading interests, particularly in the middle grades 
of school. From this information, teachers and curriculum makers 
•may plan the types of works to ofl'cr students.. From information 
about content aspects (character, theme, and the like), they may 
make t somc plans for questions and activities. - But there remains a 
heed for more detailed research into the substructures of content 
(incident, character type, and topic) , into the developmental pattern 
within an individual either during the course of reading one work 

or over the years. . . ^ XT 

Further, the definition of content has been superficial at best. No 
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one has looked at preferences in terms of plot-types or archetypes. 
For example, do students prefer stories about fantasy worlds or 
about the real world? Why does content serve as a more important 
criterion for interest than form, or are the two always separate 
in the minds of students? What the questions imply is the need 
for more detailed content analysis not only of the works preferred 
but also ot the subjects 9 discussions of their interests. Another 



promising technique which can be used by teachers is the North- 
western l niversitij Interest Inventory (Witty, Sizemore, Coomer, 
Kruppner, and Kinsella, 1060). In .'this informal child-stludy ap- 
proach, teachers and students discuss favorite leisure - activities, 
hobbies, play preferences, and habits related to television, radio, 
and movies, in addition to reading interests. Thus, somJ under- 
standing can be gained of how content interests overlap, {regardless 
ot activity, and how other activities, especially watching ^television, 
aflect reading interests. From these understandings coula emerge 
better text selection and a better understanding of teaching strat- 
egy to insure the continuation of interest, x 



Form 

The focus of this section is on interests in types of literary 
forms — fiction, poetry, drama, satire, .etc. — and interests in lit- 
erary devices — style, plot structure, symbolization, et£. The usual 
procedure has been to infer from title preferences or questionnaire 
responses that fiction is preferred over nonfiction, e.g., or drama 
over poetry. Few studies have probed beyond these categories to 
discern how particular aspects of form affect interest in that genre. 



Elementary. Some 25 studies, dated as early as 1899, agree that 
early elementary students prefer literary to nonliterary presenta- 
tions. Whether the form happens to be fiction, drama, or poetry is 
less important than the fact that the presentation is not informa- 
tional in character. Wissler (1899) suggested that students enter 
school with an interest in the story form. Narrative material, par- 
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ticukirly that with a suspenseful plot, much action, humor, and 
nonsense is preferred. More detailed studies correlated judges' 
rating of types of forms present in reading materials with students’ 
interest ranking. Although the categories were not well defined, 
surprise, action plot, narrativeness, liveliness, conversation, ani- 
malness, and moralness were the. most interesting to students in 
grades one through three. Liveliness and moralness seemed less 
popular, and action and plot, most popular (Dunn, 1921 ; Gates, 
1930; Zeller, 1941). A much more recent study confirmed these 
earlier ones, adding only the preferred categories of unusual ex- 
periences, fantasy, and humor (Stanchfield, 1968). It further 
showed first graders disliking sadness, family love, anger, cruelty, 
and familiar experiences, the last a contradiction of some earlier 
studies, particularly that of Peltola (1963), who found that unusual 
characters and extraordinary events are unpopular with slightly 
older children. “Children cannot understand ambiguities and mis- 
haps based on exper ienees^ they have not yet had” (Austin, 1956). 
This should be amended to read "Home children,” for we are not 
sure at what point children begin to prefer more realistic treat- 
ments to fantasy treatments (if they do). Preference for realistic 
literature may derive from the desire- for information, although 
Shores (1954) implies that a reader’s “informational needs” are 
different from his needs for reading literature. Contradictory 
evidence on realistic versus- fantasy interests .is suggested by Nila 
Smith (1926) who found that realistic stories had a higher appeal 
than nursery rhymes for first graders and concluded that informa- 
tional needs were more important than entertainment needs of 
children who may have outgrown the nursery rhymes. Peltola 
(1965) found that, of 3,176 boys and girls in fourth and sixth 
grades, more chose stories classified as “real” than stories classi- 
'fied as “make believe.” However, more fourth grade children than 
sixth grade children chose “make believe” stories, suggesting a 
developmental trend from fantasy interests to interest in real-life 
3 tories or possibly in realistic treatments. Perhaps further research 
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will indicate a complementary need for both forms, and the context 
of the question-asking: may be crucial. 

The findings do suggest that primary students perceive their 
reading, for the most part, as entertainment — the more successful 
the action plot in gripping their attention or making them laugh 
the more they like it. Another factor is that primary children tend 
to prefer a form which does not confine them, which allows free 
extensions of vicarious experience. Bateman (1967) investigated 
what factors children found humorous. Individuality of humor and 
slapstick were more humorous than abstract wit, sarcasm, or puns. 
Comic passages where humor was evoked by an economy of words 
were preferred to long descriptions. Nonsense in itself was insuf- 
ficient; it must be accompanied by sound or .visual imagery. Other 
studies indicated that when compared with 'informative and non- 



litcrary selections, those with characters and ''or narrative elements 
were preferred, even up to sixth grade, although the popularity of 
myth and legend declines after that point (Kruner, 1929; Gates, 
1930; Norvell, 1958). This last finding has not really been used 
by curriculum makers. Northrop Frye’s typology now might gen- 
erate further studies as to what specific aspects of myth and legend 
generate interest at certain grade levels. 



Although elementary children are less interested in poetry than 
narrative forms, the research indicates that certain kinds of poetry 
are moia popular than other kinds. One essential problem revealed 
by the studies has been the misconceptions of adults about chil- 
dren’s poetry interests, especially when poetry is perceived as. a 
means of teaching moral lessons. Those poems which retain ele- 
ments of prose, narrativeness, action, humor, and lack of ambiguity 
are preferred. Children preferred poems with a clear story line, 
nonsense, humor, child experiences, and minimal descriptions; they 
rejected sentimental, didactic, subtle, and clever poetry, particular- 
ly poems with much figurative language and distasteful or disturb- 
ing experiences. Length was an irrelevant factor (Kyte, 1947; 
Nelson, 1966; Pittman, 1966). Although" older elementary students 
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tend to lose interest in poetry altogether, their preferences are for 
poetry with elements of rhyme, emotional tone, and story line, and 
they especially dislike poems which involve complex sentence struc- 
ture and highly figurative language (Weekes, 1920; Avegno, 1056; 
Norvell, 1958). If all this implies a formula for writing popular 
children’s poetry, the poet should remember that content is a 
more^ important variable than form. 

The studies of stylistic features and appeal to elementary stu- 



dents pose a problem of how style may be defined in more objective • 
terms than is evident in the research. In an early study, Ballard 
(1914) rewrote a passage according to four different styles: “an- 
tique,” “florid,” “plain,” and “jocular.” A fondness fpr the “florid” 
style (highly dramatic descriptions) increased with nfcp up to ado- 
lescence; the “jocular” style was preferred by older students. Stu- 
dents tended to let their interest in subject matter bias their style 
preferences. Jones and Caterette (1963) found that children in 
grades one through three preferred language which was less re- 
dundant. but that “style” of lexicon did not affect interest. Weekes 
(1929) found that figurative language, and, to a lesser extent, in- 
volved sentence structure obscured meaning for children. A recent 



development has been the debate oyer black children’s interest in 
texts written in black dialect as opposed to the so called standard 



dialect. In a thorough study using the semantic diflerential as a 
measure of interest, Wiggins (1971) concluded that all black third 
and fourth graders studied were significantly more' interested in 
standard English reading materials than in black English materials 
and that differences in interests toward black and standard English 
were not significantly affected by theme, sex, grade level, or age. 
Whether the same conclusions apply for much older or younger 
students is an important area for further research. 

The appearance of books is an important factor in younger 
children’s interests and might be seen as an aspect of style. Books 
are often rejected because of their appearance (Elder and Carpen- 
ter, 1929) ; for example, books with smaller print may be judged 
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to be more "grown-up.” Also, if a student is seeking approval from 
peers, he may select a book more on the basis of what he thinks is 
expected of him than what he actually prefers ( King, 1907). 

Illustrations were found to be a more important factor in appeal 
for kindergarten students than content, while for older students 
amount of illustration was irrelevant to interest, and, in fact, pre- 
tentious illustration served as a negative factor (Rankin, 1944; 
Cappa, 1957). Some children prefer fanciful illustrations and pho- 
tographs, but illustrations which make the content appear real or 
lifelike, which depict action, and which are in color are preferred 
(Matter, 1948: Rudisill, 1952; Whipple, 1953: Amsden, 1960). 

One recent issue in the publishing of elementary reading books 
has been the preponderance of illustrations depicting solely white 
middle-class children and environments. Due to the recency of this 
question, little research on it exists. Rowland and Hill (1965) pre- 
pared materials with identical stories but one set with illustrations 
of blacks and the other with illustrations of Caucasians. Black and 
Caucasian students were observed choosing selections. A signifi- 
cantly greater proportion of Caucasian children than blacks se- 
lected materials illustrated, with thcii; own race; blacks’ choices 
were more ambivalent. McEwin (1971) confirmed these findings 
using realistic fiction books and third grade black and Caucasian 
students of low and middle classes in Texas. This evidence suggests 
that more non-Caucasian illustrations should be included in liter- ’ 
ature readers, since lack of familiarity may cause these preferences. 

Research in form and interest needs more sophisticated linguistic 
analysis to determine what particular stylistic features are pre- 
ferred, and more attention should be given to the interaction of 
text and picture. Vague categories of “figurative language” over- 
simplify aspects of sentence structure (active versus I passive ; much 
embedding versus little embedding) which may govern interests. 
As psycholinguistics makes further incursions into the field of read- 
ing, the result may be more specific , ways of amassing evidence 
about stylistic preferences. 
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Secondary. The high popularity of fiction continues into the sec- 
ondary level, although the impact on this age group of increased 
adult interest in nonfiction in the past decade has not been re- 
searched. Most studies have indicated that about 75 percent of 
voluntary reading consists of fiction and that about 75 percent of 
the most “significant reading” consists of novels, with high dupli- 
cation of titles ( V ostrovsky, 1899; Thurber, 1905; Jennings, 1929; 
Reinhardt, 1930; Center and Persons, 1936; Eberhart, 1939; Mc- 
Carty, 1950; Norvell, 1950; Andrew and Easley' 1959; Whitman, 
1964; Gallo, 1968). These general categories require further break- 
down and explanation. In a study of 4,250 junior high school stu- 
dents’ ratings of 862 short stories, Simpson and Soares (1965) 
analyzed responses for aspects of form and content. T ogether with 
Zeller (1941), Strang (1946), and Cleary (1939). who also made 
classifications, they found that the appealing stylistic aspects are 
action (usually physical), conflict and suspense, humor, clear plot 
(usually a single plot), simple style with concrete and clear lan- 
guage, and characterization. Definiteness of setting is generally 
unimportant in determining taste. These studies have been con- 
tinued by such researchers as Ford (1961) and Scott (1947), who 
noted that "fairly orthodox storytellers who avoid risky experi- 
ments” are preferred to psychological and technically experimental 
writers. Brockman (1959) provided a similar conclusion that the 
novel form was preferred to other forms, because the novel in- 
volved n perspective of unity, "defined in terms of "having a central 
theme.” He found that anthologies were disliked, because, he 
claimed, they lacked this unity, an interesting finding in light of 
the massive number of anthologies in use. Meckel’s (1946) and 
Squire’s (1964) studies seem to bear out Brockman’s contention. 
Studying a similar phenomenon, Rankin (1944) found that the 
opening paragraphs of preferred books contained “a direct and 
illuminating approach to the characters and settings of the stories,” 
which served as attention grabbers. She also found, as have other 
studies, that the Newbery Book Award selections were disliked for 
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didacticism and verbose style. They are also usually more difficult 



reading than “popular" books. 

Secondary students' dislike of poetry runs through most of the 
studies, but little effort has been devoted to studying which types arc 
disliked in order to provide collections of poems to students which 
do not totally alienate them. Only one shows the aversion to com- 
plexity and didacticism (Kanglcy, 1938). Because the only context 
of exposure to poetry for most students is the school, many of their 
interests are shaped by the anthologized selections they read and 
by teacher attitudes. Martin (1947) found that while students pre- 
ferred descriptive, humorous, or exciting narratives and “super- 
natural" poems equally well, the best-known poems were descrip- 
tive. Analysis of seven anthologies used in the school revealed that 
an average of 63 percent of the poems were descriptive, suggesting 
that limited exposure to certain types may have influenced in- 
terests. Nelms (1967) confirmed Martin's study: narrative poems 
were more popular than brief lyric poems and masculine interest, 
realism, and emotional appeal were preferred. to a more rational 
appeal. More contemporary poems were preferred to “classics.” 
More* sophist ica ted readers preferred poems which were more ob- 
lique, serious, and complex. That changes in interests by form do 
occur was found by Wells (1934), who noted that of four types of 
humor — absurdity, slapstick, satire, and whimsy — interest in sat- 
ire and whimsy increased in. popularity from grades seven through 
twelve, indicating interest in more sophisticated forms. Types of 
interests obviously vary with the sophistication of the reader, 
particularly interest in humor and poetry, as will be discussed in 
later sections of this review. 

In one of the few studies on preferences in style, two stories 
were rewritten to make them equivalent in readability; one was re- 
written in a clear style with direct conversations while the other 
was rewritten by removing descriptions of action and using dull 
wording. A, significant .difference in favor of the clear style was 
found; IQ^nd reading abil o differences in^ 
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interest rutin# (Berstein, 1955). More refined descriptions of style 
than those in this study are needed for further research. 



College/ Adult. While they read a smaller number of hooks vol- 
untarily than secondary students, college students a,ml adults main- 
tain high interest in* fiction. Academic and professional demands, 
however, require more nonfiction reading. Most studies of college 
students found that they read about half fiction andihalf nonfiction 
as compared with the average of 75 percent fiction for secondary 
students (Carnovsky, 19.‘56). \ 

Little research has been devoted to college students’ interests in 
form and only sketchy evidence exists: Bell and Sweet (1916) 
found that for college freshmen plot was the priinarylconsidcration 
in reading interest and that style was irrelevant tor boys. 



Recent reports from publishing houses indicate a decline in the 
reading of fiction over the past decade. While the total number of 
books published in 1970 was double that published in 1961, the 
total number of fiction titles published each year has remained 
about the same (cf. Publisher's Weekly, passim). Nonetheless, 
publishers and librarians point to a decline in fiction reading (Sing- 
..erman), perhaps Us a result of recent increased concern with social 
and political problems (Berstein, 1970) or because television watch- 
ing has replaced leisure time reading of mysteries and romantic 
novels and has brought about the virtual disappearance of the 
western novel. 

However, as was demonstrated with content preferences, the 
wide variations in education, income, profession, or access to books 



render generalizations about adult reading suspect. For example, 
in a survey of college graduates’ reading habits, Ennis (1965) 
found that those persons who read frequently read 28 percent of 
the total fiction read; those who read occasionally, 40 percent of 
the fiction read ; and those who seldom read, 32 percent of. the total. 
These figures, while not an accurate indication of actual interests, 
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suggest that the type of reader and his professional concerns de- 
termine what forms he reads. 

One future area for research in form preferences is suggested 
by psychoanalytic studies on literary response (Holland, 19G8; 
Ble»ch, I960). They demonstrate that certain forms fulfill certain 
psychological needs — e.g., fiction, as opposed to nonfiction, allows 
-for introjoction of subconscious needs, perhaps resulting in higher 
interest among certain age groups. A second area is the fluctuation 
of interest in certain genres — e.g., interest in the western has de- 
clined while interest in the short story has increased, as evidenced 
by. increased publication of short stories. Are persons more in- 
terested in shorter forms due to time expediency, or does the short 
story "speak to the times’* more accurately? 

.•1 Mount of Ri'mliny 

The amount of books read does not necessarily indicate interest 
either in certain types or in quality of reading. Many “light” 
novels are read with little interest. One study concluded that when 
amount of reading by subjects in a case study decreased, quality 
of reading increased (Thomas, 1933). Often a person’s concentra- 
tion of interest in one area of high quality — reading only serious 
contemporary poetry, for example — results in a decrease in amount 
^t)f reading, although many researchers have assumed that increased 
amount of reading in one type implies an increase of interest in 
that type, a relationship which in itself has not been established by 
any careful research. A mount is also an ambiguous term: it usually 
refers to total number of titles, ignoring variations in length. 
Amount of reading has also been measured in terms of hours de- 
voted to reading, ignoring variations in intensity of attention. 
While the latter is a difficult factor to measure, it would provide 
more useful information for showing inferences about interests 
than does a measure of the hours spent reading. The essential pur- 
pose in research on anjount has been to chart certain developmental 
patterns. 
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Whether or not ages 12-13 represent the "reading peak" is a 
contested topic in the research, blit most of the evidence indicates a 
steady -increase in the amount of reading during the elementary 
years up to seventh and eighth grades despite the advent of tele- 
vision (Smith, 1907; Gray, 1928; Eberhart, 1939; Mauck and 
Swenson, 19*19; Wickens, 1956; Andrew and Easley, 1959; Witty, 
Sizemore, Kilisella, Coomer, and Kryz, 1960; McKay, 1968). Ter- 
nian and Lima (1931) found that students aged 8-10 read an 
average of 1.5 books a month; 10-12, 2 books; 12-14, 3 books; 14- 
16, 2.5 books. The drop off after ages 12-13 was related to an in- 
crease in outside activities. Brighter students read more and 
reached the "reading peak" at an earlier age (Cozettc, 1929). 
Despite deviations in findings, the persistence of the “reading peak" 
suggests that basic adolescent needs are operating, especially *for 
girls, many of whom read a vast amount at this age. A secondary 
need may be the need for sensory or creative stimulation. Roderick 
(1967)- found that sixth graders who were highly creative (as 
measured by verbal tests of the Minnesota Tests of Creative Thiol:- 
in<j) read significantly larger amounts than less creative students. 
These and similar personal factors correlate more with ajnount 
read than does teaching (Eberhart, 1939; Sauls, 1971). Esther 
i Anderson (1948) speculated that the higher amounts at seventh 
1 grade may be due to access to library facilities not available to the 
elementary level. 

j Some evidence suggests that bright students read more now'than 
in previous decades. Entering freshman girls at the University of 
Wisconsin in 1929 used to read an average of five books a year, 
and freshman boys read J,hrcc books a year. Squire and Applebee 
(1968) found students in outstanding American high schools 
averaging eight books a month. Similar amounts were read by 
British Students (Squire and Applebee, 1969). Other studies, how- 
ever, have not shown such encouraging results: in 1919, it was 
found that one-third of high School students read no literature; 
in 1947, that 38 percent haq read none; and in 1967, that 15 

' 92 ;: ' 



86 

( literature and the Reader 



\ 

\ '• * 

purccuA never read literature and 75 percent had read five novels or 
less in a previous school year (Willett, 1919; Donahue, 1947; 
Crocker, 1967). '• 

Most studies of college-student and adult reading indicate that 
rending is by no means the great American pastime. Forty percent 
of the men, at one college could not recall a title read in the previous 
six-month period (Jones, 1950). Clark (1956) found that 36 per- 
cent of the frekhmeii and 60 percent of the seniors were “too busy” 
for leisure reading. Seniors read less fiction and within a narrower 
range of fiction than freshmen. Half of the college students in one 
study devoted less than four hours per week (six hours in another 
study) to leisure reading (Chapin, 1951; Logan, 1972). 

Likewise, adults read little, but a small minority read a large 
amount: 20 percent of all the readers account for 70 percent of the 
books read, and education is a strong determinant of that 20 per- 
cent (Link and Hope, 1946; Ennis, 1965). A survey by the National 
Opinion Research Center in 1965 (McElroy, 1968) found that half 
of the adults sampled had not read a book in the previous six-month 
period. The variety of reading increased sharply with amount 
read; variety was positively related to amount of education: early 
and consistent reading increased variety; the amount of reading 
increased with income; and only one-third of the retired people who 
were questioned were readers. Their findings are confirmed by 
several studies (Callup Poll, 1958-1969; Eller, 1959: Hoar, 1960). 

The low status of reading (as defined in terms of who reads how 
much) involves priorities in deciding what to do with leisure time. 
The effort expended on reading depends not only upon the existence 
of reading skills, which correlates with the amount of education, 
but also upon the intrinsic; and extrinsic rewards gained from 
reading. To quote Asheim (1956), “So long as the reading skill is 
not highly developed in the majority of our population, it is foolish 
to imagine a majority audience reading widely and seriously. As 
higher education becomes more and more the possession of the 
average man, an increase in serib'us reading may be expected, but 
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not in a one-to-one relationship. For even when a mail can read 
and has reading materials readily available, he docs not necessarily 
read if the rewards of reading are not apparent to him." Before 
adults develop reading interests, they need, certain reading skills. 
However, in order to develop these reading skills, a motivating 
interest is necessary — an apparently vicious circle for educators 
interested in improving adult reading. 



Book Difficulty 

Studies on the relationship between interest and the difficulty 
i of a book, defined in terms of various “readability” formulas or 
imore subjective ratings, have ordinarily been used for deciding 
'grade level placement of books. Often, biases about what students 
“should read,” defined in terms of literary prestige, prevent-investi- 
gators from making a realistic assessment of a work’s difficulty. 

Shnaycr (1969) challenged the need for readability formulas. 
Cased on his findings that high interest significantly enhanced com- 
prehension and low interest increased difficulty in comprehension, 
he recommended improvement in interest measures rather than in 
readability. Strang (1946) had noted that readability formulae 
then did not include interest factors, but Flesch added these factors 
in deriving his formula. 

In the study which generated the Wiunctka Graded Book List 
(Washburne and Vogel, 1926), students were asked to read books 
| either too easy or too difficult by two or more years. Interest in- 
j creased as books became easier and then decreased as they became 
too easy. When silftlents read voluntarily, they rated books as in- 
/ tcrcsting even when classified several grades higher or lower: re- 
quired reading resulted in less interest. Clark (1956) found that 
black college freshmen and seniors preferred books of low difficulty 
— the mean readability level (Flesch Formula) was ninth grade or 
^ribelow. The assumption that students prefer less difficult reading 
rests on a reading interest model of tension reduction. The psycho- 
logical need for challenging stimuli, however, may help some 
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readers find enhanced interest in more difficult material. This may 
be especially true of those readers who perceive reading in terms 
of an analytic, literary-critical perspective. 

The relationship of reading 'difficulty to interests of retarded 
children has received very little investigation. One might expect a 
relationship between interest and difficulty (Bruning, 1955), but 
Ridgway (1955) found that when interest in books was high, re- 
tarded readers in grades four through eight tended to read above 
reading levels and tended to complete the book more frequently. The 
interest in the book influenced the student’s estimate of difficulty. 
The retarded readers- studied demonstrated high interest in a wide 
range of content categories. 

Further clarification is needed of the cause and effect relation- 
ship between difficulty and interest. When does the reader con- 
ceptualize his interest in a book, if he does so at all? A difficult 
book may seem less difficult to the reader with high interest, but 
readers may conceptualize the difficulty of a book before ascertain- 
ing their interest in it. In other words, does high interest result 
in ignoring difficulty, or does immediately perceived difficulty 
deter development of interest in the book? • ” . 

Further study is also needed on refining concepts of difficulty. 
Linguistic work in stylistics — sentence. complexity, ambiguity, level 
of abstractness— may contribute to understanding a reader’s per- 
ception of difficulty. For example, is low interest in poetry due to 
the reader’s need to translate complex embedding or transforma- 
tions into his own vocabulary? Likewise, are complex plot' or iih» 
tellectual theme related to assessment of difficulty 

Literary Quality • 

It is important to define the relationship between, quality and 
difficulty of a work ; even though they are related, they are not 
synonymous concepts. The concept of .difficulty has been tied to 
more exacting measures- (readability fdrnnilas, etc.), while quality 
remains an elusive concept. ? * 
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This review will concentrate on more general aspects of the rela- 
tionship between interests and quality. Interests, as has been de- 
fined, determine the area or content to be read. Taste determines 
the quality of material to be read within a certain area of interest 
(Bond and Wagner, 1960). (The research devoted to defining 
various “levels of appreciation” or taste is reviewed on pages 
7-12). 

Measures of appreciation, of . course, depend on the investigator's 
definition of the concept quality. The most commonly held assump- 
tion of teachers has been that students, will enhance their apprecia- 
tion through reading a wide range of literature, receiving teacher 
or library guidance in formulating selection criteria, learning 
critical skills, and developing aesthetic perception and motivation 
for reading. Whether these developments can be induced in the 
classroom depends in part on whether students develop interest in 
quality* Many educators argue that interest through self-selection 
will lead to a desire for more challenging choices and can cite some 
support (Betzner and Lyman, 1937; Wittick, 1960). Others argue 
that students lack interest in quality because they lack critical 
tools. The research suggests that education is the primary factor in 
developing taste (Broening, 1963). Whether education in general 
or specific instruction in literature is responsible has not been 
discerned. 

Much more research has been devoted to secondary students' 
interests in literary quality, because any development that takes 
place seems to occur at that level, although many students continue 
to read works of poor quality, for example, series books, through 
the twelfth grade. Students in suburban towns show more steady 
progress in maturing than students in other towns, and girls more 
than boys (Coryell, 1952; Elder and Carpenter, 1929; Cain and 
Brown, 1932; H. Smith, 1956; Hall and Rairigh, 1964). The ratings 
of quality are usually made by the researchers, and one might 
question their judgment. Friedman and Peterson (1967) found 
that high school senior honors students selected works of high 
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quality to discuss on advanced placement exams, although most of 
the selections reflected . required reading for students and the 
stringencies of the exam. When Adams (1962) examined only the 
voluntary reading of fiction magazines by ninth graders, he charac- 
terized the interest to be in “sex, sensationalism, and escape from 
reality.” In other words, the kinds of demands traditional literature 
curriculum selections impose on students may alienate many stu- 
dents’ interests. They reject the school’s conception of “quality” 
and either define their own criteria or develop interest in literature 
which is diametrically opposed to the traditional “quality" books 
the school prescribes. One study found that Carleton College fresh- 
men’s reading during high school had been primarily course selec- 
tions, and much of it of questionable quality. Of the 300 students, 
290 had read Silas Mainer, while only 76 had read Moby Dick. 
Poetry reading was limited to popular American poets, and stan- 
dard anthology selections prevailed (Elledge, 1968). 
i One might also question whether teachers perceive quality and, 
thus, critically assess textbook selections. Several studies in the 
1930s found that public school teachers voluntarily read literature 
of the same quality as that of the general public (Waples and 
Tyler, 1931). Whether teacher preparation in literature may have 
possibly affected the quality of teachers’ reading, since these studies 
were done, we have no way of knowing. 

The primary reason for the failure of students to develop in- 
terest in reading books of “quality” is that the research indicates 
no relationship between quality and interests. Nelms (1967) found 
that the quality of poetry had little relationship to poetry interests, 
and Evans (1968) found no relationship between judgment of 
quality, as measured by the Cam'ott Prose Appreciation Test, and 
two reading interest scores of eleventh graders. A study of library 
withdrawals indicated that higher quality books (as determined 
by book reviews) were not necessarily the most widely read 
(Goldhor, 1969). Although quality rose in direct proportion to 
amount of education in one study, sex and economic status were 
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also important variables. Readers in uie professional ranks showed 
a sharp increase in reading quality (as defined by researchers 
drawn from those ranks). The fact that education is directly 
related to quality of reading is questioned f>y evidence that many 
college students and adults read little literature of high quality 
(Bryne and Hanmon, 1936; Foster, 1936; Clark, 1966; Lingeman 
1970). 

Whether highly educated adults maintain interest in high quality 
^ literature was studied by Gray and Rogers (1956). Adults em- 
ployed by a mercantile establishment were divided into three 
groups by level of education (eighth grade, high school, and col- 
lege). Each adult was rated on a five-step scale of maturity in 
eighteen aspects of reading. They found that none of the three 
groups read quality literature. The findings suggested that motiva- 
tion in going beyond immediate needs or low reading competency 
is a primary factor in interest in quality literature. Participants 
in the Great Books program, in their voluntary reading outside the 
program, read only a small percentage of books which were classi- 
fied as difficult (National Opinion Research Center, 1957). In his 
analysis of how readers of quality literature maintain such reading 
interests, Ennis (1965) found no relationship between the quality 
or diversity of a person’s reading and where he acquires books. 
Noting that adults establish "linkages” from one book to the next 
through strong interest in a particular author, type, or subject, and 
that these “linkages” often result from friends’ recommendations, 
Ennis found that readers who are more surrounded by book-reading 
friends are more likely to borrow and read books than those who 
read by themselves. The educated adult may also have high interest 
-' “fn'a type not generally considered as "quality,” for example, mys- 
teries. Establishing a strong interest in a particular author serves 
as a shortcut in predicting that other works by that author may 
reinforce the initial, interest. More research is needed on the 
impact of book reviews, book clubs, availability of books, and 
personal recommendations in initiating and maintaining these 
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"linkages.” A related question is whether development of taste is a 
function of general social maturity and the desire for social pres- 
tige. Answers to these questions as well as to those about the defi- 
nition of quality should help teachers determine their role as sales- 
men of good taste. 

C. The Personal Determinants of Reading Interests 

This section examines the research on characteristics of the 
individual — age, sex, intelligence, reading ability, attitude, and 
psychological needs — and the relation of these characteristics to 
reading interests. These variables have usually been studied in 
isolation, so that their effects in combination are not understood. 
Using his sophisticated measure of interests (discussed earlier in 
this chapter), Zais (1968) found that, for grades nine through 
twelve, considered in combination, personality variables were not 
significantly related to sophistication of reading interests, but sex, 
age, IQ, and reading achievement were. Sex, IQ, and reading 
achievement, considered singly, were significantly related, but age 
was not. 

Age 

The content and forms which are of interest to various age 
groups are discussed elsewhere. This section expands on how 
maturity determines changes in interest patterns. 

Elementary school students' interests show a definite develop- 
ment by grade level. Researchers have found a close conformity 
of interests to grade level; children at all ages maintain interest in 
stories of children their own age. The identification at earlier ages 
is with fantasy figures, usually animals, who represent childlike 
experiences, while the more realistic stories popular with older 
elementary children portray peers undergoing unknown or sus- 
pemjeful adventures (Terman and Lima, 1931 ; Witty, Coomer, and 
McBean, 1946; Row, 1968). These generalizations are not hard and 
fast, because other studies depict fluctuation in rate of change in 
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interest ( Amatora and Edith, 1951 ; Norvell, 1958 ; McAulay, 1962 ; 
Bridge, 1966). How such diverse findings affect confidence in read- 
ing lists recommending works for certain grade levels remains to 
be seen. „ 

The pace of changing interest patterns slows at the secondary 
level : seventh and eighth graders express a wider range of interests 
while eleventh and twelfth graders narrow their interests. The 
change to adult interests seems to begin in eighth and ninth grades, 
and the motives for reading shift from reading for entertainment 
to reading for self-understanding. After age 16, interests do not 
change considerably, unless drastically affected by education or 
profession (Strang, 1942 ; Norvell, 1950; Leafe, 1958; Ennis, 1965; 
Simpson and Soares, 1967). Evidence points to the clear place of 
the “junior book” in modern literature. 

Sex 

Most studies find that sex is the most important determinant of 
differences in reading interests (Thorndike, 1941; Norvell, 1950; 
Vaughn, 1963). Girls read more and mature earlier in reading 
ability, although they are not necessarily more intelligent— cul- 
tural influences and sexual maturation seem more to be at work 
(Elder and Carpenter, 1929 ; Cain and Brown, 1932 ; Johnson, 1932 ; 
Dunlop, 1950; DeBoer, 1958). Studies done in the 1920s and 1930s 
found minimal sex differences before age nine, while studies in the 
1960s found sex differences at a slightly earlier age; all found 
significant differences (Belser, 1926; Celestine, 1930; Bridge, 1966; 
Roderick, 1967; Row, 1968). 

One explanation for differences in preference between the sexes 
in the elementary grades is identification with sex-related charac- 
ters— a phenomenon also explaining sex differences in literary re- 
sponse studies. Another might -be sex-role stereotypes. Peltola 
(1965) found sharp sex differences for fourth and sixth graders 
in types of characters preferred; other research on nonfiction in- 
terests indicates marked sex differences in biography selection 
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based on the sex of the subject. In a careful study, Klein (1968) 
measured interests as related to occupation and sex of short story 
main characters, using both a traditional like-dislike statement 
scale and thirteen semantic differential scales. Sex-appropriate 
occupations were rated high in interest by each sex. Boys rated 
male characters significantly higher than female characters in only 
the occupation of pilot, while girls rated female characters higher 
than males in each occupation. Boys and girls reacted to the same 
character in the same story in distinct ways, although changing the 
sex of the character did not affect comprehension as measured by 
a cloze test. 

Two studies based on psychoanalytic theory of adult recollection 
of childhood stories were conducted by Collier and Gaier (1958). 
Most of the appealing features recalled by women were related 
to fairy tales which were heard at an average age of 4.7 years. The 
fairy tales emphasized magic, romance, happy endings, and stereo- 
typed female heroines who thought beauty attracts a male hero. 
The women recalled hearing fewer stereotyped fiction stories at an 
average age of 8.9 years, reflecting the early impact of sex-role 
socialization through fairy tales. In a similar study, males recalled 
stories with dominant male characters whose success depended 
upon valor and strength; men's recollections were more reality 
oriented than women's. 

The thesis that female teachers maintain sex differences is ques- 
tioned by evidence that teacher recommendations are more im- 
portant for elementary boys' preferences, while authors are more 
important for girls' choices, and that teachers were more accurate 
in assessing the reading interests of boys than of girls (Carsley, 
1957 ; Stevenson, 1969). 

Sex differences in secondary students' reading interests are most 
pronounced in junior high school and less so in high school, al- 
though high school girls demonstrate earlier interest in Action; 
greater enjoyment of mystery stories, novels and literary devices, 
and literature of introspection ; and more frequent reading. Boys 
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demonstrate greater interest in action, detective stories, travel, and 
science fiction. This may result from the more obvious differences 
in maturity and attitude toward romance at the junior high age 
level (Grumette, 1934; Jenkinson, 1940; Taylor and Schneider, 
1957; Evans, 1968; Walberg, 1968). 

Sex differences are not as evident in adult readers. Adult women 
used to read more, especially well-educated women and single 
women, and were more apt to relate their reading to their own ex- 
periences (Gray and Munroe, 1929). In his summary of the re- 
; search, Asheim (1955) noted that men read materials more related 
to their work and more classic titles, while women read more best 
selling novels. Whether these findings still hold true when a higher 
i proportion of women is working is another question. 

] Many of these studies may have failed to accurately test sex 

> differences by using materials which would not emphasize stereo- 

> typed role expectations. However, the strong cultural effects on 

: reading interests suggest that not only sex, per se, but also culture 

is a strong determinant. What is therefore required are compara- 
; tive studies on an international scale. Another interesting pheno- 
menon is that sex differences have persisted despite the fact that 
i. boys and girls are required to read the same books in school, 
i 

i Intelligence 

j The relationship between intelligence and reading interests has 

I not been clearly established. One factor rarely confronted in the 

j research is that scores on a verbal IQ test as opposed to a nonverbal 

| IQ test may yield different relationships ; a second is the difficulty 

( in using IQ as an index of intelligence. In general, the research 

f indicates that gifted children read higher amounts, mature earlier 

I in their interests, reach the “reading peak" at ages 8-9, rather 

1 than 12-13, read over a wider range, read for more informational 

| purposes, buy more books, and prefer humor, complex plots, and 

[ moral dilemmas more than students with average or low intelli- 

; gence. Much of the research also indicates that high- and low- 
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intelligence students by and large have similar reading interests. 

While these two conclusions may seem contradictory, they suggest 
that it is the combination of high IQ and high reading ability which 
is a primary determinant (Terman and Lima, 1931; Thorndike, , 
1941; Zamchick, 1960; Simpson and Soares, 1967; Zais, 1968). 

More detailed findings indicate that while high- and low-IQ stu- 
dents are equally capable of appreciating quality, bright students 
in one study tended to choose literature more on the basis of literary 
quality, and low-IQ students were more influenced by content and 
prevalence of familiar experiences. Bright students also rate many 
poems lower in interest than other students (Huber, 1926; Lazar, 

1937; Norvell, 1968). i 

j Low-IQ students may have less definite interest patterns due | 

•; to a lack of strong self-concept. In a study on students’ interests at j 

or above their reading level, Packer (1967) found that students of j 

low IQ and high self-concept selected more books above their read- | 

ing level than did students of low IQ and low self-concept. Other 
research indicates that intelligence may become a more important 
factor at the secondary and adult levels because low-IQ students 
are involved in more selective school programs and socioeconomic 
level acts as a root cause (Sterner, 1947). Little developmental re- 
search provides any conclusive evidence for this shift, 
j Retarded readers demonstrated few definite interest patterns in 

one study (Bruning, 1966), while another study (Gunzburg, 1948) 

! found that there were definite interest patterns and that retarded 

I readers may not need special attention in encouraging interests, . 

i- although emotional blocks may interfere with enjoyment. Retarded 

; readers are more interested in familiar characters and settings 

; and react negatively to anthologies of stories because their short 

retention spans make it difficult for them to distinguish characters 
i in different stories. These findings imply that individualized read- 
ing methods involving self-selection are appropriate for the re- 
tarded reader. 



The overall findings also suggest that within one class, despite 
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any homogeneous grouping, interests of bright students will be 
several years in advance of others, requiring a wide diversity in 
available titles as opposed to one standard anthology. 

Reading Ability 

Most of the research indicates that while reading ability does 
relate to sophistication of interests, it does not directly correlate 
with interests. The research has not carefully examined the dif- 
ferent specific factors of comprehension as related to specific in- 
terests. Usually reading tests do not consider the reader’s interest 
in the content of items, which could influence the student’s score 
and result in an underestimate of comprehension. 

Much of the research examines the “grade level,” or “reading 
level,” of books in relation to interests in those books. Washburne 
and Vogel (1926) found that books were preferred by students 
whose reading ability corresponded with that of other students 
who preferred the same books. This resulted in the Winnetka 
Graded Book List and the use of “grade levels” for recommended 
books. Packer (1967) studied fourth graders’ selections of library 
books which were at their “independent reading level,” defined as 
• books with which students are able to obtain a comprehension score 
of 85 percent and recognize and pronounce 98 percent of the words. 
The majority of the students preferred books above their "inde- 
pendent reading level.” Several studies found no significant rela- 
tionships between elementary students’ reading ability and in- 
terests (Lancaster, 1928; Stanchfield, I960, 1962). Klein (1968) 
found that comprehension of superior elementary students was not 
affected by their preferences for occupational types, but that com- 
prehension for low ability students was significantly higher for 
pr*%r?r<d sex-typed content, and Ridgway (1955) found similar 
AT- & relationships. in a study abstracted in this volume, Shnayer 
(1967) showed that high interests resulted in significantly greater 
comprehension and enabled students to read beyond their reading 
ability level. Interest as a factor in comprehension is significantly 
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more important for low comprehension groups than high compre- 
hension groups. For readers at or below reading levels, low interest 
has a negative effect on comprehension. The results of this study 
give credence to attempts to enhance reading interests as a 
means of improving reading skills. It also implies that establish- 
ing certain grade levels as a 'method of. assuring the reader that 
he will not read overly difficult books “puts the cart before the 
horse.” 

Recently public concern over alleged inadequacies of many read- 
ing programs, especially those in city school systems, has increased. 
Even before the “Right to Read” furor, Lazar (1952) found that 
only 14 percent of 50 thousand eighth grade students had at least 
an eighth grade reading ability.* If reading programs for secondary 
students are to succeed in enhancing comprehension through inter- 
est, it should be realized that the two are not clearly related. Al- 
though in individual cases there is a positive correlation between 
interest and comprehension — interest associated both with content 
and form, especially clarity and pace — the relationship does not 
extend to ability groups (Harris, 1946; Berstein, 1955; Bruning, 
1955; Soares, 1962). Jesson-Dibley, Atthill, and Earl (1960) specu- 
lated that students’ reading ability affected the range of interests 
in that students who are rapid readers have more freedom to read 
widely, while slower readers must be more selective. That students 
often cite lack of interest in reading as a rationalization for read- 
ing comprehension problems suggests more effort be expended in 
helping students develop more definite self-understanding of their 
interests. 



This section will examine the small amount' of research on how 
an attitude toward the work will affect interest in that work. To 
recall Getzel’s distinction, attitude implies merely the readiness 
to react in a particular direction while interests impel an indi- 
vidual’s attention toward a work. Attitude does not necessarily 
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entail interest, but interest does entail an attitude — a student can- 
not be interested in a book and have no attitude toward the book, 
>i>ut he may have an attitude toward the book without being inter- 
ested in it The reason for concern with attitude is that students 
develop attitudes — -positive or negative — toward books, but these 
attitudes may never develop into any interest in active reading of 
these books. Many students may have a positive attitude toward 
contemporary fiction but may never read it. 



Attitudes vary with the reader’s skill, background, efforts, and 
peer influences, and thus are unique, personal, and highly unpre- 
dictable (Squire, 1958). Needs, such as the need to know, to enjoy, 
etc., find expression in attitudes ; if these needs are fulfilled, the 
result is usually a positive attitude (needs are discussed in the next 
section). 

Sophisticated attitude scales or the semantic differential have 
been used only to a limited extent in research related to literature. 
Whitehead (1956) examined the correlations of various attitudes 
toward novels — those attitudes related to the student, to his school, 
and to his teacher as compared with attitudes inherent in the book. 
If the attitudes of students in different schools reading the same 
book were found to be similar, then the book was the paramount 
influence, but if attitudes differed, then the other factors would be 
considered paramount. Students in fourteen British grammar 
schools were given a Thurstone-type attitude scale to apply to 
twelve novels read in class. For ten out of twelve books, differences 
in sex, age, teacher, and school were unimportant, suggesting that 
the work itself may be a more important influence on attitude than 
extrinsic factors. This study did not deal with interests, but it does 
suggest the need to study the effects on interests of attitudes to- 
ward school or teacher. Do various methods of literature instruc- 
tion engender certain attitudes which affect interests? To what 
extent do other agencies — the home, the mass media, etc. — instill 
conflicting attitudes and thus result in the development of different 
interests? 
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Psychological Needs 

Psychological needs are one of the major determinants of in- 
terests — satisfying these needs influences interests. Interests and 
needs are not synonymous; as Getzels (1956) observes, the same 
need may find expression in many different interests. Some needs 
may be subconscious, such as the need for vicarious sexual satis- 
faction, resulting in interest in pornography. Little research has 
been devoted to how these subconscious needs influence interests. 

Researchers have investigated the following types of needs as 
they relate to achievement: 

I. Need to develop a self-concept (Strang; Packer). 

A. Need to succeed or excel (Kopel; DeBoer). 

B. Need to learn one’s psychological social role (Worley). 

C. Need for a conscience or moral rules (Worley). 

II. Intellectual needs. 

A. Need to relate experiences to concepts (Weekes). 

B. Need, for information (Stanchfield; Center and Per- 
sons). 

III. Emotional needs. 

A. Need to achieve independence (Worley). 

B. Need to achieve a giving-receiving pattern of affection 
(Worley). 

C. Need to establish sex role (Worley; Jordan). 

D. Need for escape (Butler; Crow and Crow). 

E. Need for enjoyment (Gallo; Evans). 

IV. Social needs. 

A. Need to relate to social groups (Worley). 

V. Aesthetic needs (Emans and Patyk). 

These researchers found the primacy of several of the needs: 
self-concept (Strang, 1942; Packer, 1967) ; a driving dependence- 
independence (Worley, 1967) ; entertainment (Center and Persons, 
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1936; Butler, 1966; Rogers and Robinson, 1963; Emans and Patyk, 
1967; Gallo, 1968) ; information (Stanchfield, 1962). No study has 
examined a’l of these needs together, so that one must be chary of 
their claims. Nonetheless, there are some useful findings. Worley 
concluded that middle class attitudes of independence, honesty, 
loyalty, and affection for adults tended to predominate over matters 
of social relationship and sex role behavior and that the stories may 
not be helping students in their psychological development. One 
implication of this study is that acculturation influences develop- 
mental needs. 

The question remains as to whether or not elementary students 
read to satisfy their developmental needs. Shores (1964) found 
a closer relationship between what children look up in books and 
what they ask about than between what they look up and what they 
read about. Rudman (1966) found that students do not want to 
ask about the same things that they want to read about, but, in 
contrast to Shores, they do look up the same things they want to 
read about. Rudman concluded that children seek specific informa- 
tion in their questions, whereas they read for more general reasons. 
Students do not often read materials centering on their essential 
needs (Center and Persons, 1936), suggesting that they may be 
seeking only entertainment. Perhaps escape is an “essential need” 
with some children. More research is needed comparing elementary 
students’ motives for reading with the fulfillment of needs through 
reading. 

For secondary students both entertainment needs and social 
adjustment needs operate, but research done in the 1930s indicated 
that neither were successfully fulfilled in ?"hools. Much of the 
reading available to students in schools assumed that they needed 
stronger ethical and cultural value orientation (Butler, 1966; Crow 
and Crow, 1962; Howes, 1963; Johnson and Shores, 1963; Emans 
and Patyk, 1967; Gallo, 1968; but see Davis, 1934 ; Peterson, 1934). 
Analysis of junior novels, however, indicated the heaviest emphases 
of development tasks were on acquiring values and an ethical code ; 
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in comic books the emphasis was on social and aggressive needs 
(Vandament and Thalman, 1956; Frease, 1961). Vandament and 
Thalman found that girls expressed more social needs; boys ex- 
pressed more agressive needs. This study and that of Emans and 
Patyk (1967) found no relationship between class and needs, 
countering the common assumption that lower class students have 
particular reading needs. For those readers who are satisfied by 
reading, research does indicate some correlates. Hughes and Willis 
(1965) studied the differences in self-concepts between seventh 
grade “extended readers," who read high amounts, and students 
who were academically equivalent but who read less. Extended 
readers had more positive attitudes toward reading than non- 
extended readers, and they were more self-confident, identified 
more with their ideal self, were less dependent on others, and 
viewed the teachers as more dominant. 

Other studies indicate little relationship between needs and in- 
terests fSaine, 1950; Weingarten, 1954; Zais, 1970). Burton 
(1947), who attempted to orient classroom reading around stu- 
dents' personal needs, found that while students were inhibited in 
discussing such matters in class, they were willing to discuss 
fictional prototypes who embodied these problems. 

Individual needs in reading vary so considerably that any 
generalization about needs and interests is risky. Although the 
research indicates that reading may not fulfill certain needs, it 
does suggest that interests are defined by certain needs. Whether 
or not the needs are fulfilled by reading is determined in part by 
the effort required for reading — reading skills, time available, or 
economic investment. Unless the expectation of reward from read- 
ing is high, readers may turn elsewhere in order to satisfy their 
needs, as Schramm (1955) observed in his study of media; 

D. The Institutional Determinants of Reading Interests > 

Availability of Books 

Much of the research in reading interests is biased toward in- 
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i ferences about reading choices students have made, as opposed to j 

i choices they would make, if more books were available. Students | 

I from homes without many books, whose libraries are inadequate, | 

| and who are not provided book options in the classroom may not | 

| have developed a wide range of interests. This implies an important j 

[ distinction between merely giving students books and providing j 

f options for students’ self-selection. Requiring students for whom 

: books are not readily available to read certain books may still not 

[ develop their interests. The research indicates that students are 

I highly self-dependent in exercising preferences. Thus, availability 

| as affecting interests may be conceived from two perspectives, 

| directed availability and free-option availability. Of course, readers 

i do develop interests regardless of availability. 

| Many books rite de .available to students in school do not interest 
j them, whereas when students select from paperbacks, certain 
! “linkages” develop between types or books by one author (Ennis, 

| 1965; Fader and McNeil, 1968). 

Books borrowed from the public library were completed more 
i often than those borrowed from the school library, and books bor- 

! rowed during free time at school were completed more often than 

| those borrowed during regular school library periods. Sttilents 

j prefer books from the library and book clubs to those given them : 

i in class. Being allowed to read at one’s own speed, helpful librari- 

! ans, having the freedom to choose materials, choosing from a j 

| greater number of titles, and fulfillment of personal interests were 

j cited as criteria for library use by students (Adams, 1988 ; Butler, \ 

1956; Karlin, 1962; Miller, 1966; Groff, 1967). j 

Even if the options are available for self-selection, student 
choices are affected by a variety of criteria, among them sampling 
some of the books, content, title, teacher recommendation, illustra- 
tion, author’s name, previous introduction by mass media, and 
friend's recommendation (Lancaster, 1928; Curran, 1981; Zeligs, 

1987; Carsley, 1957). 

In his discussion of sources of adult reading, Ennis (1965) noted 
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the problem with any such research — different sources (library, 
home, school, bookstore) vary considerably according to environ- 
ment, size, and clientele served, and any general comparison is 
risky. He found no relationship between the quality or diversity of 
an adult's reading and the source of the reading. The proportion 
of heavy readers does not vary with availability. Availability acts 
more as a negative factor — lack of availability may seriously 
hamper reading. Ennis found an increase in the proportion of 
nonreaders in cities where book ‘resources were poor. In locales 
where libraries were poor, bookstore use increased ; but poor book- 
stores did not result in increased library use. Persons who read 
more used the library more, and book dubs tended to serve less 
frequent readers (see also B. Johnson, 1937; Hall and Robinson, 
1942; Link and Hope, 1946; McElroy, 1968). Studies have indi- 
cated that the low quality and amount of black college students’ 
reading is directly related to the lack of public libraries in their 
home neighborhoods and that access to books is often a problem 
for them (Dunlop, 1933; Powell, 1954). But beyond these studies, 
how certain kinds of sources generate certain interest patterns has 
not been researched. For example, development of paperback book- 
stores may have enhanced interest in certain kinds of fiction, often 
depending upon what publishers predict will sell. The teacher 
should know more of the sources of his students’ reading interests. 

Socioeconomic and Ethnic Determinants 
Most of the research concludes that socioeconomic factors do not 
significantly affect interests, that lower, middle, and upper class 
students have relatively similar interests, although differences in 
amount and range due to IQ and reading ability do appear. One 
explanation is that the majority of the studies examined white 
students who were exposed to a literature curriculum of middle- 
class orientation. Another is that interest types have usually been 
inferred from titles known or available to students, which may 
provide little indication of their actual interests. Moreover, the 
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i titles on checklists or questionnaires have not until recently in- 

1 eluded options of ethnic or minority writers. The type of question- 

l naire employed may be biased toward verbal ability. As with all 

I research, it is difficult to separate out variables of IQ, reading 

\ ability, education, attitudes, or needs from socioeconomic deter- 

| minants. 

I Little difference has been found in the interests of rural, subur-. 
! ban, and metropolitan students, although rural students once read 

| less (Weiser and Ashbaugh, 1924; Curran, 1931; Smith, 1941; 

i Hull, 1951; Shores, 1954; Rudman, 1955). Differences in interests, 

| but no significant differences, are due to class, although students in 

; middle and lower classes tend to read more for recreation than for 

information or aesthetic purposes (Sterner, 1947 ; Vandament and 
1 Thalman, 1956; Wade, 1964; Emans and Patyk, 1967). 
i The research on ethnic preferences is often devoted to simplistic 
| comparisons between interests of Caucasians and non-Caucasians 
without dealing in detail with specific types of interests of one 
group of students or another. Significant differences between in- 
terests of black and white elementary and secondary students and 
adults have emerged, the widest difference occurring at intermedi- 
ate levels (Gray and Monroe, 1929; Link and Hope, 1946; Gray 
and Rogers, 1956; Ennis, 1965; Barrett and Barrett, 1966; Olson 
and Rosen, 1966; Row, 1968; Barchas, 1971). These differences 
may be due more to Caucasian students’ preference for only Cau- 
casian subject matter than black students’ intolerance of Caucasian 
subject matter. Rowland and Hill (1965) and McEwin (1971) 
found that a significantly greater proportion of Caucasian students 
preferred materials illustrated with Caucasians while blacks were 
more ambivalent. Other studies have concluded that ethnic differ- 
ences did not significantly affect differences in interest (McCloskey, 
1966; Ford and Koplyay, 1968; Barchas, 1971). Obviously the 
fluctuation in results has a great deal to do with the temper of the 
times ; perhaps we cannot at this point know. For example, black 
kindergarten students in one study strongly favored books about 
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ghetto children ; white children disliked them, while black children 
disliked animal stories (Lewis, 1970). But what were the political i 
and social pressures in the area at the time? 

Much more research is urgently needed on what variables (tele* 
vision, home experiences, instructional methods, etc.) have what 
effect on urban minority interests, particularly in the light of read- 
ing problems which have been perpetuated by lack of interest in 
the classroom materials used. The question of how historical shifts 
in social values affect interests has not beer: studied. One investi- 
gator, Munson (1944), claimed that high interest in particular 
writers may be due to the “relevance” of the writer to that particu- 
lar time (Whitman's patriotism was popular during World War 11, 
etc.), a highly questionable contention. The research indicates more ! 
of a gradual shift in interests over the years, especially in terms i 
of sex-role identification, rather than any alteration of interests 
due to particular social or world events. Studies of nonfiction 
preferences .might find more dramatic shifts in interests over a 
period of years. 

Peer , Parent, and Teacher Influences 
Peers, parents, and teachers influence interests directly through 
recommendations or assigned reading and indirectly by serving as 
models for emulation. Getzels (1956) argued that the latter influ- 
enced interests more effectively than instruction. On the other 
hand, these influences may be negative in that they may limit j 
interests, or, through prescriptive attempts to impose* interests, 
cause resentment. Gallo (1968) found that teachers and librarians . 
had little influence on student reading preferences because students 
rarely discussed books with them, although other studies indicate j 
that close to peer recommendation, the teacher’s enthusiasm for j ' ' '• 

literature can be an important factor in the. development of reading 
interests (Coast, 1928; Broening, 1934; Carsley, 1957; Cappa, { 

1958; Woolcock, 1963). I 

Parents seem to know more about children’s reading interests 
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than do teachers and other reading “experts.” Numerous studies 
•!;' concluded that teachers misjudged students’ interests (Huber, 

‘ | 1926 ; West and Caldwell, 1933 ; Norvell, 1968 ; Johnson and Shores, 

v 1963; Payne, 1963 ; Nelson, 1966; Nelms, 1967; but see Stevenson, 

V 1969). Two studies have found that parents are able to accurately 
y predict children’s reading interests (Shores, 1964; Jefferson, 1966). 

| Seventh graders whose amount of reading was high were found to 
I have parents who read large amounts, were more oriented toward 
5; college for their children, and were more satisfied with their chil- 

i dren’s reading than parents of bright seventh graders whose 

| children read less (Hughes and Willis, 1966). 

. f The research suggests that students should be consulted about 
\ their interests more often than at present and experts should be 

j consulted less about grade level placement of reading materials 

* and reading interests. 

5 

\ 

f Television and Movies as Determinants 

i Research indicates that the effect of the media on behavior in 
| general or reading interests in particular is highly complex and 
not easily predictable. Whereas reading interests correlate more 
directly with certain variables, such as education, sex, or reading 
ability, movie and television viewing draws its audience from all 
age levels, regardless of certain variables, although certain types 
of media content are oriented toward specific audiences. 

Postman’s (1961) review of the research found that only short 
term effects of television had been studied, so that predicting alter- 
ation of basic interest patterns may be premature. Developmental 
comparison of children's pre- and post-television interests are now 
impossible. 

' 1 Students now devote more of their leisure time to television than 

to reading. In 1969 the order of frequency of exposure to various 
media for fifth and sixth graders was, from most to least frequent, 
television, comic strips, books, comic books, radio, and movies 
(Bailyn, 1969; Miller, 1966). Bailyn found that most students fall 
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into one of two categories in use of leisure time : one group spent 
its time attending to visual media — television, movies, and comics 
— and the other group preferred books and radio, implying a more 
verbal modality. The general lack of correlation between hours of 
television viewing and hours of voluntary reading tends to support 
Bailyn’s contention that individual differences according to modali- 
ties preclude any generalization about kinds of television effects 
(Hildreth, 1958; Himmelweit, 1958; Stanchfield, 1960), although 
other studies suggest that film supports reading interest (Witty, 
1961; Miller, 1966; Gallo, 1968) i However, little research exists 
concerning the effect of films oh interest. One study found that 
viewing a film of excerpts of a novel generated more interest in 
the novel than was generated viewing the film version of the entire 
novel. 

The brevity of this section reflects the scarcity of careful re- 
search on media effects on reading. The issue of the status of read- 
ing in an electronic age requires more sensitive analysis that it has 
usually been accorded. 

The plethora of studies in reading interest has, in sum, been ; 
plagued by methodological problems that render many of their 
finer results dubious, but they do depict some general trends. The i 
interest of students is most closely associated with the content of a I 
work rather than its form or style, and the patterns of interest in I 
content show differences between younger and older children' and j 
between boys and girls. The differences are, for the most part, 
predictable, but individual variation is such that a teacher should I 
beware of stereotyping the interests of students according to age | 
or grade level. The same may be said for predictions concerning j 
style and form, except that we can assert that interest in aesthetic 
complexity is an' acquired taste— whether it is inculcated in school 
or not is another matter. Most students prefer plain, suspenseful 
fare. Their preferences for difficult and “renowned” masterworks 
seem to be inculcated rather than natural concomitants of growing 
up. The research also indicates the relationship of reading interests 
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? to intelligence and to socioeconomic background, but especially to 
j the individual needs of the students. Need perhaps confounds any 
! general izat ions, for one cannot assume that any one group is uni- 
; form in its psychological makeup. These conclusions being so, and 
I given the seeming lack of impact of the school, the teacher must 
beware overestimating the power of role and look more deeply at 
the needs and drives of the students in the classroom. Perhaps 
. some of the methodologies described in the early part of the chap- 
| ter could be of use here Certainly, researchers could profitably 
| explore the relationship between needs and other psychological as- 
pects of the individual and reading interests so as to enable the 
curriculum maker and the teacher to function more effectively. 



I 
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i Although from the dire statements of directors of educational 
{ research about the overabundance of treatment studies one would 
expect a superfluity in research dealing with the teaching of lit- 
erature, such is not the case. Of the few “experimental” studies 
j that have been done, nearly all seem to fall into seven semi-discrete 
i categories : 

Studies in which the treatment variable is the material 
Studies in which the treatment variable is, the instructional 
technique 

Evaluations of curricula 
Studies of extensive reading 
Studies of individualized reading programs 
Studies in which literature is the treatment variable for some 
instructional end like writing or reading 
Studies dealing with teachers and teacher training 

A. Changes in Material 

There are relatively few studies in this area. Most of them are 
experimental, although one does seek to relate the knowledge of 
students to the material they are required to read (Roberts, 1967). 
The researcher found that the meanings of approximately one half 
of the allusions presented in ninth grade literature anthologies 
could be identified by ninth grade students. Such a. study might 
be interpreted in two ways : that the selections are too difficult or 
that it is more important to teach allusions or to write footnotes 
than one had imagined. 
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Although the Roberts study comments on the material that exists, 
the others seek to provide new material. In general these studies 
demonstrate the efficacy of relevant selections in instruction. A 
number of variations have been tried : modern literature for young 
adults in 1928 (Bernard, Anderson, and Raburn); advanced liter- 
ature for gifted children in 1929 (Danielson) ; thematically rele- 
vant material in college courses in 1959 (Boehner) ; junior novels 
for adolescents in 1963 (Blount) ; materials geared to special so- 
cioeconomic groups in 1964 (Hogue) ; song lyrics in 1968 (Glenn) ; 
and "short, fast-moving fiction” in 1969 (Telford). Each variation 
was relevant to its audience in a slightly different way and each 
variation enjoyed some success. Most of the measures of success 
were questionnaires about the students’ liking of the materials or 
the course, and those measures tended to confirm the hopes of the 
experimenter. Two of the studies did not find an effect: Glenn 
found that using song lyrics and related literature did not affect 
“sensitivity to literature,” and Hogue found that the use of socio- 
economically directed materials did not affect reading achieve- 
ment or self-perception, although it did affect the attitudes toward 
reading of the third grade children. 

Blount’s (1963) study went farther than the others in that the 
researcher was concerned with the effect of the material in bring- 
ing students into congruence with expert judgment about the ideal 
novel. Using a Q-sort, Blount found the junior novel to be as effec- 
tive as the adult novel in bringing students’ concepts into agree- 
ment with those of the experts. Blount’s study raised questions 
about treatment studies in general, but it did corroborate the 
critical principle of Frye and others that any novel — be it the 
junior novel or the adult novel (or perhaps even the children’s 
novel) — has persistent characteristics and can be used to teach 
students about the larger type. In another study, Brownell, Mere- 
dith, and Nicol (1967) found that there was no significant differ- 
ence whether outside literature or the students’ own writing was 
used as examples of literary devices or to stimulate critical re- 
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sponses in fourth, fifth, and sixth grades. Students liked all of the 
courses. 

Obviously the research in this area is skimpy and more could be 
done, particularly research with the use of ethnic material, but one 
wonders what form the research might take. Blount has indicated 
that any work can be used to teach a literary concept. His study 
might be verified with ethnic literature or comic strips or films. 
The other studies have hinted that changing material order will 
not substantially affect the learning of students, much as they 
might like to read literature that seems closer to them. If experi- 
mental research manipulating literary content is undertaken, teach- 
ing method must also be manipulated or at least controlled. Further, 
the criterion must be something other than the liking of the ma- 
terial or the lesson itself. A literature lesson is both a valid experi- 
ence in its own right and instrumental to some skill, attitude, or 
understanding. Experimental research must look at the instru- 
mentality of the lesson as well as at its essence. 

B. Changes in Instructional Method 

Under this heading, the first question to be addressed is whether 
the explicit teaching of literature has any effects at all, and, if so, 
what these effects are. A pioneer study in this area was that of 
Broening (1929), who found that fourth and fifth grade children 
who were given literature lessons including role playing, writing, 
field trips, reading, and pantomime gained significantly in number 
and range of books read freely, in ranking of reading as a pursuit, 
and in a test of literary discrimination which asked them to pick 
the original version of a text from a group of selections which 
included two or three perversions. Earlier Ruhlen (1926) had 
found that if students were taught a difficult poem, they would do 
better on a test about that poem’s imagery and allusions. Much 
more recently, a study showed that when college freshmen were 
taught novels, their response patterns to the novels changed (Wil- 
son, 1963). The patterns were measured using Squire’s categories, 
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and the students showed a mean gain of 23.9 percent in the use of 
interpretational responses (in the other categories there was a 
decrease). In a similar study Sanders (1970) found that teaching 
interpretation based on guided activities and on a discussion of the 
responses of ninth graders produced significant (.01) differences 
in quality, amount, and pattern of response, as well as in fluency 
of response. A group taught to interpret shifted its responses from 
the literary judgment to the interpretational comment. Text dif- 
ferences were nonsignificant. Another study (Compere, 1952) 
found that students in college tended to dislike poetry, and their 
dislike was correlated with the teacher’s use of a prescribed text, 
recitation technique, biographical emphasis, metrical emphasis, and 
required memorization. All of these studies indicate that instruc- 
tion affects taste and style of response, but, as Broening notes, the 
studies do not indicate what background factors and what treat- 
ment factors most influenced the gain. 

A small group of studies have looked at manipulation of content 
or focus of attention as the prime experimental variable. One 
found that attention to rhythm and metaphor did not affect the 
discriminatory abilities of college students (Leopold, 1933). An- 
other found that such teaching did affect the ability to make infer- 
ences, discriminate arguments, and recognize assumptions (Koob, 
1946). In a third study the experimenter focused the students’ at- 
tention on the profundity of themes with only slight gain on an 
understanding test and a test asking the students to determine 
profundity (Anderson, 1969). A fourth study found that teaching 
general semantics had no effect on college students’ responses to a 
poem judged on whether they read the poem literally or symbolically 
(Livingston, 1969). None of these studies controls well for teach- 
ing as a variable, and the whole notion of such studies is methodo- 
logically suspect. One study which Showed the faults in the method 
was that of Smith (1968), who tried to see if changing the writing 
assignment would improve the students' attitudes toward what 
they read. Trying a creative and a close-ended writing assignment 
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given before the reading of a story but to be done after the reading, 
Smith found that the close-ended assignment produced signifi- 
cantly more favorable attitudes toward the story. It is possible to 
interpret this finding in two ways. Certainly one way is to con- 
sider that the most important variables, teaching strategy and 
teacher personality, have been neglected. Another way is to con- 
sider that the assignment made sense and helped the story make 
sense. We cannot tell which interpretation to make. 

When we 'come to studies dealing with teaching strategy, we find 
they fall into two rough groups: those which deal with modes of 
presentation and those which deal with teacher behavior. In the 
first group, Prettyman (1965) found that teaching Victorian 
literature by the lecture method produced better results than the 
activity method on teacher-made tests covering recall of the ma- 
terial. Another study found no difference among three groups of 
college students taught modern literature by television, lecture, 
or discussion (Becker et al., 1957). Two of the more thorough 
studies in this area dealt with oral presentation of the text and 
with film. The first treated of students who were given poem texts 
without oral presentation, poem texts with presentation, presenta- 
tion alone, and preparation of discussion of a similar poem, and a 
multiple-choice test on the sense, ' structure, technique, and mean- 
ing of the poems read (Knapp, 1960). The students who discussed 
the texts did better than the silent readers ; the listeners and readers 
did better than either the listeners or the readers. As the experi- 
ment went on, the differences decreased between the mean scores 
of groups on segments of the test. Knapp inferred that the test 
itself taught as much as any of the experimental variables. The 
first finding of the study was partly confirmed by Vergara (1946), 
who found that on the Hartley tests of poetry college-age listeners 
did significantly better than readers. 

Vergara’s study is one of the more elaborate in the field, building 
as it does from case study to semi-controlled sample to highly 
controlled sample. She devised a measure of understanding sense 
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and mood, using the free responses of students as the criteria for 
best answers. On this measure there were no significant differences. 
Her case studies touch upon college students’ lack of interest in 
poetry, and her conclusion is that barriers to liking poetry include 
personal factors, such as intellect, experience, and prejudice, and 
prior teaching, which had turned them into frustrated symbol 
hunters. 

The other study dealt with the use of a filmed version of a story 
before and after the reading of the story. The criterion was a test 
of understanding; the subjects were junior high school students. 
Film viewing improved achievement, and film viewing before the 
reading did so only slightly mOre than film viewing after the read- 
ing. There were individual differences among films, some being 
effective with all groups, others effective only with groups having 
higher IQ’s (Levinson, 1962). This study was partially confirmed 
by Hoetker’s (1971) study of theatre going and its relation to the 
understanding of and liking of plays ; timing of attendance seemed 
to play no significant role in the understanding or attitudes of stu- 
dents. Hoetker’s is possibly the best worked out of all experimental 
studies in the field. 

The studies of teaching method in fine rather than in gross have 
examined such matters as inductive and deductive teaching (La- 
Rocque, 1965) ; inductive and programmed teaching (Weiss, 1968) ; 
teaching emphasizing divergent and that emphasizing convergent 
thinking (Hackett, Brown, and Michael, 1968); and structured 
and nonstructured teaching (Grindstaff, 1968; Monson, 1968; 
Morris, 1970). Using elaborately designed and controlled lessons, 
LaRocque found that deductive methods of teaching figurative 
language to eighth grade students produced better results on an 
achievement test than did inductive methods. Weiss, on the other 
hand, found that inductive teaching of poetry produced more 
statements in the categories of perception and evaluation (using 
the Purves and Rippere categories) from eleventh grade students. 
On a subsequent test, these gains persisted — there were no changes 
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in the use of engagement or evaluation. If one thinks of such gains 
as improvement (that is, a movement toward the habits of pro- 
fessional critics), then inductive teaching seems to promote that 
kind of learning; it does not promote' the learning of specific con- 
tent, such as the identification of 'figurative language. 

Hackett, Brown, and Michael (1968) investigated the minimal 
use of threats to self-esteem, student participation in the develop- 
ment of creative learning, and divergent thinking as the experi- 
j mental variables. The students, twelfth graders, read Antigone and 

1 then took a multiple-choice and an essay test. The results indicate 

| the success of the experimental groups (there was some teacher 

j effect apparent on one measure). Morris's sixth graders did no 

! better or worse on a test of understanding, whether the lessons 

were structured or unstructured. Grindstaff conducted a some- 
! what similar study with tenth grade students, but the experimental 

; variables were structural analysis or “new criticism" and experi- 

jj mental reflective analyses based on the readers’ initial responses. 

| Her criterion consisted of essays on each of four novels— one writ- 

ten before and one after instruction, each essay analyzed using 
i Squire’s categories. Significant differences (.05) occurred in four 
[ categories (narrational, associational, interpretational, and liter- 
| ary judgment). The reflective group was more divergent than the 

\ new critical group; a control group had more reading difficulties 

£• than did either experimental group. Grindstaff’s study supported 

I those of Hackett, Brown, and Michael and of Weiss, as well as 

j those of Wilson and Sanders. If the criteria are divergent thinking 

and personal response, the less directive the instruction the better, 
j If the goal is convergence, as in LaRocque’s study or in Monson’s, 

\ where the end was finding the humorous aspect of humorous works, 

[ more highly structured and teacher-centered teaching will be 

' t effective. Monson’s study (looking at fifth grade students) was the 

| only one of this group that dealt specifically with students from 

; low socioeconomic groups, and she found structured teaching most 

■ fruitful with those groups. When left to find the humor themselves, 
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they had trouble. In this study the measure was also the teaching j 

instrument, much as had been the case with Knapp’s study. ) 

These studies confirmed the obvious inference from all of the i 
treatment studies: depending on the criterion, the same treatments 
will be more or less successful. If one is looking for specific an- 
swers, directive teaching toward those answers will be successful ; 
j if one is looking for divergence, nondirective teaching will be suc- 
I cessful. We have seen that the Squire or the Purves and Rippere 
categories have been used as criteria for several studies. At times 
the investigator has wanted a certain category of response to 
emerge, at times, a diversity of categories. Either goal is appropri- 
ate, depending upon other circumstances. Effective method seems 
to vary with goal. For the curriculum maker, then, there seems to 
be a more organic relationship between goal and method than many 
poiemecists of education would have it. 

C. Curriculum Evaluations 

So far in this chapter we have been dealing with evaluation of 
content and method. Now we turn briefly to evaluation of curricular .... 
arrangements, the architecture of instruction. We turn briefly 
because curricular evaluation is or should be tied to the curriculum 
in question, so that its evaluation often has only a nonce value. 

In a sense a review of curriculum evaluation must begin with the 
Eight-Year Study undertaken to evaluate the effectiveness of 
progressive education (Smith and Tyler, 1942). We have discussed j- 
some of the measures created in chapter 1, but, to summarize, there | 

•were three appreciation questionnaires: the novel questionnaire, j 

the drama questionnaire, and the questionnaire on voluntary read- 
ing. These measures of the students’ altitudes and interests were 
the backbone of the literature part of the study; they were sub- 
jected to validity studies and came through fairly well. Cognitive 
tests on interpretation, critical-mindedness, and judging the ef- 
fectiveness of writing were also developed but not so fully field 
tested. In addition, there were book reading records in which works ; 
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read could be classified by type and maturity level, and there were 
magazine, newspaper, radio, and motion picture checklists. To a 
great extent, this study has served as a model for summative 
evaluation of a curriculum and should continue to do so. One follow- 
up study found that reading habits persisted for twenty years 
after schooling (Willis, 1961). 

The only comparable study is that done by Dressel and Mayhew 
(1964) to evaluate general education and, for our purposes, hu- 
manities courses. They developed a humanities attitude inventory, 
a humanities vocabulary test, a “Guide to Critical Analysis and 
Judgment in the Humanities,” and a humanities participation 
inventory, with subscores for frequency, enjoyment, and serious- 
ness. In addition, there were general measures of critical thinking 
and attitudes. The results of the study are quite dismal — humani- 
ties courses failed in their objectives by a few measures that were 
tried — but the breadth of the measures, like that of the measures 
developed for the Eight-Year SJtudy, are worthy of emulation. An- 
other model for curriculum evaluation is that developed by Besco 
(1960), who looked at interests, needs, and abilities in a high school 
literature program and developed or adopted measures for each 
"of these areas. Unfortunately, his analysis was brief, and he did 
not intercorrelate scores among the three. Smith and Tyler, Besco, 
Dressel and Mayhew, and Purves (in Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus, 
1971) might well be referred to as guides for evaluation, as might 
the combined evaluations of the Program English projects. 

Smaller studies have investigated curricular variations : Taylor 
found that high school literary types courses produced higher 
scores in literary interpretation than did topical courses, but no 
significant difference in reading comprehension or literary appreci- 
ation (taste). Unfortunately, this is only one of a few controlled 
curricular experiments we could find. O’Neill, Kamerman, and 
Chartrand (1969) found a college course in literature and social 
studies effective in dealing with prejudiced students in college. 
Some studies have tested the efficacy of a course without any control 
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group, finding gain in either literary appreciation (Crabtree, 1932, 
inter al.) or general verbal skills (Murphy, 1964). 

Three studies should be singled out because they are evaluations 
of Program English (originally Project English) curricula. Most, 
of the curricula developed under that aegis contained little formal 
evaluation of the students' learning, although one did undertake a 
brief evaluation (Lazarus, 1967). Three of the projects, however, 
developed measures. The evaluation done at the Florida State Uni- 
versity is perhaps the most elaborate, because evaluation was the 
primary concern (Burton et al., 1968). Designed to compare the 
efficacy of three junior high school programs — a language, litera- 
ture, and writing approach, a thematic approach, and a cognitive 
processes approach — the team developed a multiple-choice poetry 
reading test, a multiple-choice short story reading test, a free 
response to a short story, a free response to a poem, and a semantic 
differential appraisal of the curriculum and the teachers. The free 
responses were coded according to the Squire categories with some 
modifications such as an added “unity response.” The analysis of 
variance showed no significant difference between curricula on the 
poetry test, on the short story test, or on the semantic differential, 
except that the students found the thematic curriculum less com- 
plex than the cognitive processes curriculum. With respect to the 
free responses to the short story, students in the thematic and 
cognitive processes curriculum made fewer literary judgments and 
more interpretational responses. The students in the tripartite 
curriculum made more value judgments and literary judgments 
about poetry; those in the thematic curriculum, more paraphrases 
and abstract interpretations ; and those in the cognitive processes 
curriculum, more self-involvement responses. This aspect of the 
study is partly confirmed by Sanders (1970). In general, however, 
the study shows that schools and teachers tend to account for more 
of the variance than does the curricular strategy. 

Two other projects included elaborate evaluation. The Carnegie- 
Mellon project (Steinberg et al., 1968) tested a thematic and rhe- 
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torical literature program for able college-bound students, using 
several fascinating measures: a literary discernment test which 
used multiple-choice questions concerning ability in understanding,, 
in detecting the entertainment, in comprehending the craft, and in 
comprehending the plot or theme of a selection ; a literary prefer- 
ence questionnaire in which a student was asked his preference 
among comments concerning facts, entertaining features, the 
writer’s craft, and the plot or theme of a work ; a semantic differ- 
ential ; and a measure asking for preferred topics. There were 
significant differences in favor of the experimental program on 
only one measure, the literary discernment test. A later study, using 
informal measures, found the curriculum to be effective with av- 
erage students, although some modification in quantity of reading 
was necessary (Slack, 1967). 

The last of the Program English curriculum evaluations is that 
of Fader and McNeil (1968) for the popular “Hooked on Books” 
project, also called "English in Every Classroom.” This was a 
program designed to encourage free reading and free writing and 
thus improve the skills and attitudes of disadvantaged youth. The 
measures included a poetry sheet on which to record teachers’ 
impressions of students’ character and behavior; another to give 
teachers’ impressions of students’ attitudes, self-worth, attention 
span, and the like; students’ attitude scales; students’ self-ratings 
of behavior scales; students’ classroom attitudes and literary atti- 
tudes ; and verbal proficiency measures. Few significant differences 
between the experimental and control groups were found on these 
measures. The students in the experimental group decreased in 
anxiety, increased in self-esteem, and increased in esteem for their 
own literary efforts and in their general attitudes toward the 
printed word. Throughout all of these findings, however, runs a 
clear indication that a stronger differential than that of experi- 
mental or control is that of white and black children. In general 
the white students improved more than the black; such was par- 
ticularly true on the teacher questionnaires and measures of the 
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students’ self-image and attitude toward education, in which the 
nonwhite student comes off poorly. In the literature measures this 
difference tends to disappear. 

Each of these curriculum projects (Florida State, Carnegie- 
Mellon, and "English in Every Classroom”) reflects an important 
advance in the technology of curriculum evaluation. If these 
measures were pooled, there would exist a substantial and effective 
criterion measure for curriculum evaluation. It is to be hoped that 
future projects will make use of these measures. 

One last aspect of curriculum evaluation needs to be mentioned — 
the curriculum survey. Several have been undertaken from time 
to time, each seeking to find out what is being taught and how it 
is done. Despite the value of local studies like those of Eisenman 
(1962), Whitworth (1964), Conner (1966), and Rickard (1967), 
for our purposes the most useful are those of Hahn (1968), Ander- 
son (1964), and Squire and Applebee (1968). Hahn classified 
accounts of successful teachers, finding independent reading pro- 
grams and genre studies most successful. The major emphasis of 
these teachers was on literature as experience (60 -percent), as 
exemplification of form (31 percent), as theme (10 percent), and 
as standard corpus (9 percent). Anderson, who sought to find out 
what major works were most commonly taught, found that no 
work was universally taught and that Macbeth, taught in 76 per- 
cent of the schools, was most popular. The next leading work was 
taught in only about 60 percent of the schools, a clear indication 
of the increasing diversity of the curriculum. Squire and Applebee 
surveyed 116 highly rated schools and 42 others (experimental, 
parochial, private, and comprehensive). Among their findings are 
these: literature occupies 52.2 percent of curricular time; there is 
no consensus about the objectives of teaching literature; there is no 
consensus about approach, although the prevailing pattern was 
thematic or typological study in grades nine and ten, American 
literature in grade eleven, and British or world literature in grade 
' twelve ; students’ most significant reading is not the literature 
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taught; and, in general, literature teaching is the strong point of 
the schools. Squire and Applebee’s later study of selected British 
schools (1970) found quite a different curricular emphasis (much 
more attention to writing) as well as different texts and approaches. 

D. Extensive Reading 

One curriculum practice has been well studied, and the results of 
each study tend to confirm the others. The practice is that of com- 
paring "the rapid reading of a comparatively large number of 
literary works with general comments and discussions in class” 
(the extensive method) with “the detailed analytical study of the 
minimum of literary works” (the intensive method) (Coryell, 
1927). Coryell made the first and most elaborate study in 1927, 
testing the two groups and a control group on five of the works 
commonly taught by both methods. For each work objectives were 
drawn up, and the most important were measured by objective 
tests and by a scoring of stenographic reports of classes. Only one 
significant difference was found: that in favor of the middle-level 
students taught in the extensive manner. Other measures of read- 
ing, word knowledge, and general literary achievement were ad- 
ministered again with no significant differences between groups. 

Coryell’s study has been confirmed by Smith (1941), Morsey 
(1961), Terry (1965), and Fader and McNeil (1968). The one 
dissenting voice is that of Wyatt (i960), who found that extensive 
reading does not affect writing or other language skills with the 
exception of spelling. Her study suggests that other measures — 
measures like the style of response measures of Squire and others — 
might be used to judge the differences between these seemingly 
radically different curricula. 

E. Individualized Reading Programs 

While distinctions between extensive reading programs and more 
recent programs, such as individualized reading, free reading, or 
personalized reading, are blurred in the research, these latter 
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programs are concerned less with achievement gain and more with 
developing interests in and attitudes toward literature. 

Studies indicate that development of reading skills and imposi- 
tion of teachers’ attitudes have received priority over development 
of students’ interests and attitudes (Stanchfield, 1960 ; Ruth Smith, 
1962; Barbe, 1963). When students were allowed self-selection, 
interest in reading and amount of voluntary reading increased. 
Students showed a decrease in interest in reading required selec- 
tions (Green, 1923; Washburne and Vogel, 1926; LaBrant and 
Heller, 1939). 

An essential aspect of the individualized program is that of 
unrestricted self-selection of reading material (Rinehart, 1931; 
Rothney and McCaul, 1938; Wagner, 1952). An early survey 
(Stroh, 1926) found that students had little choice in book selec- 
tion. Even today, 90 percent of the professors in colleges never 
allow student selection, usually citing the students’ inexperience 
(Logan, 1972). 

Studies of the effects of free-reading programs vary in quality. 
The fact that all those conducted in the thirties (Beggs, 1931; 
Adams, 1933 ; Royster, 1933 ; Persing and Sattley, 1935 ; LaBrant 
and Heller, 1939) found gains in interest has led some persons to 
be suspicious of philosophical biases. None of these was an experi- 
mental study. However, a number of later experimental studies 
have confirmed these earlier findings. Norvell (1950) matched 24 
free-reading classes with 24 more restrictive classes. Students and 
teachers preferred the free-reading program, and small but signifi- 
cant gains occurred in reading ability in the free-reading classes, 
as well as in the others. Hardwick (1970) compared a personalized 
reading program with a basal reading program and found that the 
personalized program produced equally significant gains in atti- 
tudes and skills. The advocate of free-reading programs should, 
however, temper his enthusiasm in the light of Bertha Handlan’s 
(1946) article, which points to some fallacies in the approach. 

A survey of 7000 students indicated a desire for more leisure 
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reading in the school program (Fisk, 1961). Gallo (1968) found 
that students did not like book reports, enjoyed discussing books 
in small groups, and preferred group discussion to discussions led 
by the teacher. 

In one of the few studies which related classroom variables to 
interests, Sauls (1971) found no significant relationship between 
the teacher’s attitude toward recreational reading and the amount 
read by students. However, a significant relationship did occur 
between the teacher’s score on a checklist describing promotional 
practices for encouraging voluntary reading and the amount read 
by students of that teacher. 

In a study comparing the effects of teachers’ and parents’ efforts 
to work with reluctant readers to help them develop a positive 
commitment to independent reading, Schmidt (1970) concluded 
that a concerted effort by both teachers and parents was needed in 
order to bring about improvement. He found that while IQ and 
reading ability are correlated with self-commitment to reading, 
they are not such significant factors that they cannot be overcome 
by home and school literary environments which encourage inde- 
pendent reading. 

Appleby (1967) examined the kinds of effects that resulted from 
an individualized program. While no significant differences were 
found on standardized tests of satisfaction from reading, differ- 
ences were found favoring the individualized program in reading 
fiction for self-development, reading fiction for information, and in 
developing fewer dislikes of fiction. 

More careful research, in which particular instructional vari- 
ables, if any, in an individualized reading program enhance certain 
interests, would shed light on the larger movement toward more 
informal classroom approaches. 

F. Instrumental Uses of Literature 

Only a few studies exist dealing with the interrelation of litera- 
ture and other lang»i»«* anma ™h; c h are peripheral. Mills 
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(1967) tried using literary models for writing rhetorical tropes and 
found them successful with eighth grade children. Two studies dealt 
with sixth graders’ understanding of figurative language (Sim- 
mons, 1954; Horne, 1966). Both found the students had difficulty 
understanding figurative language; Simmons found two lessons 
insufficient to effect improvement; and Horne found 24 sufficient. 
Home’s, the better study of the two, also found that experience is 
a more important factor in understanding figurative language than 
age or reading ability. 

Except for Wyatt’s (1960) study, the only study of actual instru- 
mental effect is that of Cohen (1968), who found that reading 
literature aloud to second grade disadvantaged youth every day 
had a significant effect in improving vocabulary (.005), word 
knowledge (.005), and reading comprehension (.01). With the very 
lowest classes, the differences were significant at the .05 level. 
Cohen’s study is certainly important for the education of young 
children ; "whether the effect persists with older children is moot, 
although many of the studies note gain in reading comprehension 
scores as a result of literature programs or classes no matter what 
form the programs or classes take (Knapp, 1960; Monson, 1968; 
Murphy, 1969). 

G. Studies Dealing with Teachers and Teacher Training 

In addition to the curriculum survey studies mentioned above, all 
of which tell us about the attitudes, experience, and methods of 
literature teachers, there are a few which speak specifically to 
teacher competence, attitude, and training. Those of Ahrens (1965) 
and Katz (1968) describe teachers’ experience with and perception 
of censorship in the schools. It is perceived as a real threat, the 
threat coming most often from parents and students who object to 
language and incidents they deem improper. 

Four studies deal with teacher competencies and are im- 
portant for those engaged in preservice training. Madsen (1968) re- 
viewed prospective teachers’ deficiencies in literary criticism, par- 
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ticularly- in the knowledge of the terminology and theory of the 
“new critics,” the Fryean critics, and the Chicago School. Du- 
charme (1967) found that prospective teachers were deficient in the 
ability to read an unfamiliar text. Braddock and Mittman (1962) 
discovered that this deficiency was especially strong in the interpre- 
tation of an ironic selection. Miller (1969) found that junior high 
school teachers needed to develop competence in the knowledge of 
children’s books, in the motivation of children, in children’s in- 
terests and literary tastes. Unfortunately, Miller could find no 
clear correlation between these competencies and students’ enjoy- 
ment of reading. A study that goes beyond knowledge to action is 
that of Davidson (1967), who found that, by developing an inter- 
action system focused on children’s critical thinking and providing 
feedback to teachers on their influence on such thinking, he could 
modify that influence. Obviously more studies of this type need to 
be undertaken, for by this sort of connection between teacher 
behavior and pupil behavior, development of appropriate teacher 
competencies may be forthcoming. 

One major step forward in this area-isjthe study of Gallo (1968), 
who first constructed an instrument to gather teachers’ opinions 
about teaching poetry and then validated the instrument against 
the attitudes, personality, performance, and success of the teachers 
in teaching poetry to average tenth graders. The measure proved 
reliable, but its correlation with tapes of teachers’ performance 
and with student performance was tenuous. Despite the partial 
failure in this attempt, the attempt should be repeated, particularly 
to develop a diagnostic measure for prospective teachers, similar 
to the measures developed for the Illinois Statewide Curriculum 
Study Center in the Preparation of English Teachers (ISCPET) 
by Hook, Jacobs, and Crisp (1969). That profession and practice 
are not correlated is a serious problem and a recurrent one, but its 
recognition can get us well on the way to developing definitive 
statements of teacher competence. 

A final type of study should be noted. The first is Bragle’s review 
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in 1969 of the College Entrance Examination Board Summer Insti- 
tutes, which dealt with language, literature, and writing. This was 
a follow-up study three years after the institutes. The teacher-par- 
ticipants reported that they were still using many of the materials. 
Perhaps they were trying to please the researcher, but one wonders 
whether they should not have gone beyond those institutes. The 
second series of studies are those of ISCPET, which coordinated 
studies in English education and prepared lists of teacher qualifi- 
cations, references, and training programs. Its contribution most 
germane to this study was the development of a series of tests and 
scales, including one in literature, which measured the literary 
..-knowledge and critical ability of prospective teachers. The tests in 
literature are not as effective, perhaps, as those in composition, but 
they are certainly as good as the National Teacher Examination. 

Summary 

As we said at the beginning of this chapter, studies of classroom 
or curricular treatment with respect to literature are not many, but 
what few there are point to certain specific areas for future investi- 
gation. 

The first is the investigation of what the teacher does. “Teach- 
ing” literature, intervening in the natural response processes of 
young people, seems to have an effect on them, on their cognitive 
performance, on their attitudes, and perhaps on their interest 
patterns. This sort of intervention seems to have more effect than 
does the manipulation of the material taught or of the structure 
and sequence of material. The nature and effects of different kinds 
of intervention need to be explored, particularly the relation be- 
tween the type of intervention and the kinds of outcomes that are 
sought or measured. The studies seem to have shown that more 
open kinds of teaching lead toward diversity among the students, 
more dosed kinds, toward singularity. This finding, however, is 
questionable simply because the measures and the teaching have 
been too closely linked. 
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This criticism leads to the second area, that of applying multiple 
measures to single treatment variables. Most of the studies have 
used only one or, at best, a handful of measures. Yet, as the studies 
themselves (and the first two chapters of- this review of research) 
have indicated, there is a multiplicity of facets of literary achieve- 
ment. A treatment variable may not affect one of those facets, but 
it may affect others. Comprehensive measurement might well show 
differences where few or none had appeared with single measures. 

The only sure evidence we have of the efficacy of any variable is 
that related to extensive reading. The studies generally confirm 
that extensive reading is as effective as intensive reading in certain 
ways, particularly as regards critical reading achievement and 
attitude. Whether or not there is an effect on the pattern of re- 
sponse is yet ugknown. 

A fourth area of concern deals with the polycultural aspect of 
our society and the diversity of cultural literatures. The studies 
seem to indicate that when students see a relation or “relevance" 
to literature they will perform, better. Certainly, however, many 
studies related to ethnic literatures and the response patterns and 
achievements that emerge from the teaching of these literatures 
might well be undertaken. Not only should these studies deal with 
a group reading its own literature but with a group reading the 
literature of other groups. Certainly more studies should deal with 
nonreaders or speakers of dialectical variants. 

Finally, much more needs to be done in studying the incidental 
effects of teaching literature. What are its instrumentalities as 
regards the general linguistic development of the individual, as 
regards his perceptions and conceptions, as regards his responses 
to the other arts and the sciences? What are its impacts on the 
teaching and learning of literature? These are but a few questions, 
large ones, to be sure, but ones to which researchers may well pay 
attention, perhaps, as we said earlier, through other modes of re- 
search than the experimental or the large-group survey. The an- 
thropological and psychoanalytic studies provide possible guides. 
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1. During the past fifty years, researchers have slowly dissected 
the complex phenomenon which is response to literature. They have 
shown that it, contains cognitive aspects related to the ability t<^ 
read and the possession of certain kinds of information as well as 
to the logical processes of thinking and of decoding complex mes- 
sages. They have found that it consists of certain abilities to per- 
ceive sensuous aspects of language, particularly its sound and its 
image-making aspects, and that these abilities are only partially 
related to the cognitive ones. They have found that it consists of 
certain judgmental acts, which are based primarily upon liking or 
pleasure that the individual derives from the experience. They have 
found that a great deal of the “interference” or the difference be- 
tween responses can be accounted for by the experiential, psycho- 
logical, and conceptual baggage that the reader already has before 
picking up the book or scanning the poem. It is what the reader 
brings to the text as much as the text itself that determines the 
nature of the response. The model of literary response is quite dif- 
ferent from an oversimple view of the communication model of 

I sender I message I receiver. The reader takes as active a role in de- 

| termining the message as does the sender. 

2. The reasons for a reader reading and the satisfactions the 

- reader derives from literature are many. The effects of literature 
I upon readers are also many, and they are usually uncertain. One 
i cannot predict that a certain poem or story will be approached by or 
| will affect all readers in the same way. Too much of the effect is re- 

j lated to the reader and the circumstances of reading. At the same 

I time, we know that a work of literature can have a profound effect 
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upon the beliefs and even upon the emotional life of the individual. 

3. Over 35 years ago, Foster defined the average reader as 
feminine, 23.5 years old, possessing three years of high school edu- 
cation, reading three books every two weeks (generally light fiction, 
except for a nonfiction book and a “good” novel once a month), and 
taking most of her reading from the public library. That study has 
not been replicated, and one wonders whether it could be. We have 
come to recognize the diversity of our country, and we are only too 
aware that averages don’t exist — in readers or in education. Yet 
studies in response to literature have looked much too little at dif- 
ferences among groups, when those groups are determined by some- 
thing other than. age, sex, or reading ability. We have barely begun 
to look at the responses of different ethnic groups, of groups differ- 
entiated on cognitive style, or of groups differentiated on geography 
or dialect. 

4. In addition to being unclear as to the differences between 
people and the ties that bind them, we are still quite unaware of the 
relationships among the various aspects of response. Response con- 
sists of cognition, perception, and some emotional or attitudinal re- 
action; it involves predispositions; it changes during the course of 
reading; it persists and is modified after the work has been read; it 
may result in some overt action ; and it may result in a modification 
of concepts, attitudes, or feelings. The research indicates that there 
may be some common processes, some sort of “kernels,” from which 
the wide range of responses are generated. It may be that the pro- 
cess is so complex that one can never map the domain of response to 
literature fully, yet researchers should not give up the attempt. 
Continuing exploration will help curriculum builders and teachers 
better understand the articulations, or lack of them, of their stu- 
dents, better structure activities that enhance both cognitive and 
affective goals, and better define just what it is they want to teach. 

5. The archetype of the some 360 studies on reading interests 
consists of a survey of titles students like and dislike, and from 
these preferences inferences are drawn that students are interested 
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in fiction, adventure, mystery, etc., that girls’ interests differ from 
boys’ interests, and that interests change with age. The major pur- 
pose for many such studies has been the establishment of reading 
lists. Scientific rigor was assumed unnecessary. Another purpose 
has been to establish norms of growth or “directionality,” thereby • 

assuming that behavioral indices (choosing one book over another) 
actually reflect students’ interests. Few studies analyzed how differ- 
ent variables — availability, adults’ perceptions of the child’s in- 
terests, acculturation and socioeconomic determinants, instructional j 

models, or media (singly or together); — influence reading interests. ' j 

Almost none dealt with the relationship between the child’s reading ’ 

interests and his life style or other interests. , ! 

6. The problem of defining the concept interest has been ignored i 

or, at best, skirted in many studies. Interests are not needs, drives, I 

positive attitudes, or, in many cases, preferences. A student may j 

prefer one book over another but be interested in neither. Merely 
checking likes or dislikes on a title checklist will not necessarily 

reveal interests — many students’ interests have little to do with 
those titles available or familiar to them. In 1966 Getzels questioned 
the assumption behind his own definition of ten years earlier that 
interest is a tension-producing state which impels an individual to j 

action, thus reducing the tension. His more positive assumption is 
that interests derive from a need to be stimulated rather than from 
the need for tension reduction. These two differing explanations 
of interest suggest alternative directions for research: the tension- 
reduction theory influences studies of the determinants which sup- 
posedly generate interests ; and the need-for-stimulation theory sug- 
gests studies of the reader’s reasons for loss of interest. 

7. Related to this last point is the fact that there have been 

; studies of interest, studies of taste, and studies of satisfaction, but j 

| neither these studies nor the studies of interest and response have : 

| been brought together. The wide-reading studies have dealt with 

i cognitive outcomes, with one or two exceptions. Certainly there have 

j been virtually no studies of the experimental nature in which 
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teaching or classroom variables have been introduced to affect 
interest. 

8. In experimental studies, teacher-pupil interaction has gen- 
erally been neglected, yet we know from the studies that have been 
made that that factor is the crucial one, accounting for nearly all of 
the variance in some cases. If we follow this finding through logical- 
ly, we will abstain from treatment studies as unproductive, because 
they could tell us little that is generalizable beyond the particular 
class studied. 

9. Aside from this finding, we do know that teaching literature, 
however teaching is defined, has an effect on the learner’s perfor- 
mance. That is to say, we know that people can be trained to perform 
better on standardized literature tests and to perform in a diver- 
gent manner on tests that are more open in nature. 

10. We do not know the side effects of the act of teaching litera- 
ture. Most studies have used only a single measure of achievement 
of change. From the studies of response and effect, we know that 
literature is not single in its action on the individual. Any curricular 
or pedagogical treatment, therefore, has a multiplicity of effects — 
cognitive, aesthetic, and attitudinal. A worthwhile treatment study 
should take this multiplicity into account. 

These ten areas of comment and question all point to the com- 
plexity of the process of reading literature and the need to show 
the interworkings of the process. We may say that literary response 
involves the following variables: 

the reader — an individual’s concepts, attitudes, and experi- 
ences, perceptual abilities, and emotional and psychological 
state ; 

the literary work — a verbal construct dealing with an experi- 

_ ence and portrayed by a voice which reveals an attitude toward 
its subject matter and possible audience ; and 
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the situation of reading — whether assigned or not, whether in 
a classroom or not, whence and by whom stimulated, and for 
what purpose undertaken. 

These three large groups of variables interact in starting the process 
of reading and responding which might or might not result in one 
of the following overt behaviors: stated responses of some sort — 
some verbal or nonverbal behavior which is an acknowledged result 
of the reading and response, which is communicable, and which may 
manifest itself up to several years after the experience of reading; 
or a modification of the reader’s concepts, attitudes, perceptual 
abilities, and emotional or psychological state, which may not be 
an acknowledged result, may not be communicated, and may not 
be susceptible to measurement. 

If this is the depiction of the process in large, we need to know 
more about the interactions of the three sets of variables both in 
process and in relation to the two possible results. Further, we need 
to know the effects of intervention on the result. We know some- 
thing, but we do not know enough, and we certainly do not have 
sufficient evidence upon which to defend our curricular pronounce- 
ments. Obviously we will continue to make such pronouncements 
and continue to have curricula. Perhaps in the coming years, we will 
find evidence to guide our pronouncements and decisions. 

Having. made these pronouncements about the state of research 
and pointed out some areas for future research, what, in the mean- 
time, can we say to the teacher? What has all this time, money, and 
energy done to help the teacher perform better? To begin at the 
end, we can say that the research indicates the importance of the 
teacher and of instruction (or at least of the structuring of learning 
situations) for the accomplishment of certain educational goals — 
development of critical reading, wider interests, and a wider critical 
repertoire. The structuring of those situations is, however, far from 
a cut and dried matter. The individual differences in blockages to 
understanding, in response patterns, in effects and satisfactions, in 
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preconceptions and processes, and in preferences and interests are 
many — more than most curriculum makers would indicate. There 
are ways of finding out the individual style of a class or of students 
in a class; many of these ways are available to the teacher and of 
interest to the students. Questionnaires, opinion polls, cognitive 
preference tests, interviews, case studies— many of these are fasci- 
nating to young people (particularly in the secondary schools), 
whose curiosity about themselves is great, despite their reticence. 

We would urge teachers to find out more about their students and 
to let their students into the research process. The joint exploration 
can be a stimulating endeavor. Besides the potential enjoyment of 
it, the teacher can acquire sufficient information to help choose ma- 
terials, to help structure classes and exercises, and to help devise 
evaluative techniques. The function of research is to help in these 
basic pedagogical tasks. Knowing more about students and their 
transactions with literature can only enhance the effectiveness of the 
teacher. 
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Appendix: Summaries of 
Significant Studies 



In making our review, we found ourselves returning to certain 
studies as touchstones for research in the teaching of literature. 
They are so for the information they have uncovered, for the an- 
swers they have given (although answers are often not too helpful), 
and for the importance of the questions they have raised. We admit 
that our judgment has been subjective, that it is not founded on any 
rigorous set of criteria save those of our best sense of the impor- 
tance of Jjfrc question, the adaptation of technique to the question 
asked, ancTthe provocativeness of the solutions and partial answers. 
We seek to illustrate a variety of methods, not all of them statistical, 
and some of the statistical studies, use techniques that have been 
superseded. A latter-day researcher should get behind the technique 
to the strategy. Some of the studies, like those abstracted here, have * 
spawned other research ; many have been virtually ignored. 

Studies Dealing with the Nature of Literary Response. 

Downey, June. Creative Imagination: Studies in the Psychology of 
Literature. London: Kegan, Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., 1929. 
This volume reported the results of a number of small studies (most- 
ly of secondary and college students) which have been detailed in 
other journals and monographs. Among the most pertinent was one 
dealing with the reactions of students to images. The reader was 
seen as tending to supply his own picture or background to an image. 

A second study dealt with the word-in-itself and the associations 
which individuals derive from words. These were classified into 
denotative, image-making, emotional, or word-in-itself visual or 
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musical associations, the last dealing with physical appearance or 
cadence of the word. A third set of studies dealt with the self- 
projection of students into literary works and even images. People 
seem to have a kinaesthetic as well as a visual consciousness, and 
the projection might range from the detached or visual projection, 
through sympathetic or emotional projection, to empathetic or 
kinaesthetic projection. Another type of reader response was related 
to inner-speech. Readers tended to use one of four kinds: auditory 
(in which the reader heard his voice modified) ; auditory (in which 
the reader heard his own voice with strong motor quality) ; vocal 
motor (in which the reader’s lips moved) ; and visual verbal (in 
which the reader "saw” words). All of these typologies served to 
point to a differentiation of types of responders to literature on the 
basis of physically or mentally active characteristics. 

Richards, Ivor A. Practical Criticism. New York: Harcourt Brace, 
1929. 

This study gathered written responses to 13 poems from under- 
graduates and graduates at a British university. The responses were 
*5 read and classified according to the difficulties in literary compre- 
hension they evinced. The content analysis revealed ten factors: 
failure to make out the plain sense of the text, difficulty in sensuous 
apprehension, difficulty in visualizing imagery, mnemonic irrele- 
vancies, stock responses, oversentimentality, overinhibition, doc- 
trinal adhesion, technical presupposition, and general critical pre- 
conceptions. The study also isolated four characteristics of the work 
— sense, feeling, tone, and intention— which must be comprehended 
in order for the reader to make a valid critical assertion. Richards 
gives case study examples of responses to each of the texts and 
summarizes recommendations for teaching and criticizing. 

Williams, E. D., L. Winter, and J. M. Woods. “Tests of Literary Ap- 
preciation." British Journal of Educational Psychology, 7 (1938), 
265-284. 
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This study sought to measure the tastes of girls of different ages 
from 11 to 17 against a predetermined criterion, the tastes of adults. 
The measurement technique was the paired comparison, which the 
investigators found better for such a study than ranking, guessing 
the age of the writer, or a triple comparison. The intent of the 
study was to determine if any factor in judgment could be de- 
termined statistically. The team found the first factor to be one of 
general liking, which seemed related to the subject of the selection 
and its language. The second factor was a bipolar one related to 
technique (polished or mechanical, classical or romantic, or a similar 
term might define it). The judgments of children seemed slightly 
related to intelligence and slightly to age. 

Strang, Ruth M. Exploration in Reading Patterns. Chicago, Illinois : 
University of Chicago Press, 1942. 

The study involved an examination of the reading interests and 
abilities of 112 persons ranging in age from 13 to over 50 and 
representing various socioeconomic groups. The study consisted of 
a series of individual case studies with some generalizations about 
the characteristics of people’s reading, their reading habits as re- 
lated to the accessibility of material, reading interests and amount 
of rereading, and reading ability and general interests. The sample 
was not homogeneous in socioeconomic group or educational level, 
although a preponderance had graduated from high school or col- 
lege. Among the findings was that the majority gave relaxation as a 
reason for reading, followed by the desire to learn something, self- 
improvement, knowledge about job, vicarious experience, and curi- 
osity. In general, people chose books on the basis of interest in the 
subject, personal recommendation, convenience, and reviews. There 
were no single models or types of reader or interest, although some 
large and complex patterns appeared to emerge, patterns differ- 
entiating the highly verbal from those with low verbal ability. There 
was some relation between interest in the subject and enjoyment of 
what was read, estimation of difficulty, and proficiency in reading. 
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The author gathered some free responses to what had been read 
and found that the ability to write clearly about a work was not 
related to cognitive understanding of it but to expressive ability, 
and that the written expressions reflected the readers’ experiences, 
emotions, and prejudices. From all the data emerged a conclusion 
that an individual’s reading pattern has a central core or radix 
which determines its pattern. 

Meckel, H. C. “An Exploratory Study of the Responses of Adolescent 
Pupils to Situations in a Novel.” Dissertatio^n. University of Chi- 
cago, 1946. 

This study examined three questions: (1) To what situations in a 
novel did students respond most vividly? (2) What aspects of the 
novel did they prefer? and (3) What relationship occurred between 
personality predisposition and response to the novel? After reading 
each of four sections of the novel Fortitude, a story of a boy growing 
up, 9G high school seniors wrote a page of response about which 
situations impressed them. A free response test was administered 
at the completion of the novel, requesting students to list events 
more vividly remembered, to state preferences toward characters, 
plot, theme, and the novel as a whole, and to suggest any changes in 
the novel. Students were also asked to rate a prepared list of events 
in terms of how vividly events were remembered. Results were ana- 
lyzed in terms df categories in the novel representing adolescent pre- 
occupations: the relationship of the central character to himself, 
family, and peers; the love relationships; examples of aggressive 
behavior; and aids for the reader’s philosophic outlook. Few situa- 
tions from the novel were freely reported; free response listing v 
tended to be highly individual. Students responded more to situa- 
tions concerning parent-child and love relationships than to self- 
confrontation. Eighty-four percent of the responses reflected an 
identification between reader and other characters which was re- 
pressed due to personality predispositions caused by previous un- 
pleasant experiences. Seventy-six percent of the responses were 
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“personal-psychological”; 40.6 percent, content-ideational ; 34.4 per- 
cent, technical-critical. The study concluded that the vicarious 
experience of identification reflects a strong value-orientation in 
reading of fiction. 

Shrodes, Caroline. “Bibliotherapy: A Theoretical and Clinical Ex- 
perimental Study.” Dissertation. University of California at 
Berkeley, 1950. 

This study explored the theory and practice of bibliotherapy, which 
is grounded on the theory that there is an integral relationship be- 
tween the personality of the reader and the aesthetic experience of 
literature, particularly of literature as a psychological field. The 
process is one of identification, projection, catharsis, and insight, 
and it is manifest in the selective perception and report of the 
reader. The literature and discussion of it may modify the individ- 
ual’s cognitive organization. Shrodes performed an experimental 
study with college students, diagnosing the needs of students in the 
area of interpersonal relations, assigning readings, and securing de- 
tailed Reactions to the reading. Few results of this were given, the 
bulk ot the work devoted to a dingle case study of a woman who 
needed to reconcile conformity with self-respect. Books were se- 
lected and detailed responses were gathered and analyzed, showing 
a gradual move from ambivalence to objectivity about herself, al- 
though anxiety, guilt, and insecurity were always present. The 
diagnosis was related to other psychological tests (Rorschach, Mas- 
low’s Security-Insecurity Test, California Public Opinion Poll, Pro- 
gressive Education Association Interest Inventory) and was found 
to be generally valid both internally and externally. Shrodes sug- 
gested several areas for further research of both an experimental 
and a case study nature. 



Alpert, Harvey. ‘‘The Relationship of Empathy to Reading Compre- 
hension in Selected Content Fields.” Dissertation. University of 
Florida, 1955. 
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The study examined 101 university undergraduates in the light of 
six variables: empathy, projection, literary comprehension, non- 
literary comprehension, intelligence, and adjustment. The following 
conclusions were reached: females scored significantly higher on 
the empathy test than did the males; empathy was not related to 
the ability to read literary materials or nonliterary materials (for 
women, empathy was related to poor reading ability ) ; degree of 
projection was not related to sex or reading comprehension; for 
women, however, projection was positively correlated with literary 
comprehension and negatively correlated with comprehension of 
nonliterary materials. Alpert inferred that empathetic tendencies 
may hinder comprehension but that measures of the tendency to 
project one’s feelings and attitudes are measuring emotional in- 
volvement and that this kind of involvement does enhance the com- 
prehension of literature but not of factual materials. Measures of 
projection, therefore, can help predict the ability, particularly of 
women, to read literary works. 

Carroll, John B. “Vectors of Prose Style.” In Style in Language , 
edited by Thomas A. Sebeok. Cambridge and New York : Tech- 
nology Press and John Wiley, 1960. 

Carroll investigated the descriptions by eight expert judges of 160 
prose passages as those descriptions were filtered through 29 ad- 
jectival scales. These scales were factor analyzed, producing six 
factors: stylistic evaluation, personal affect, ornamentation, ab- 
stractness, seriousness, and characterization. The scales proved re- 
liable (.64 to .92), the least reliable being the evaluative scales, and 
the most reliable, the descriptive scales. The sixth descriptive factor 
was based on proportions of transitive verbs, copulative verbs, 
proper nouns, and adjective clauses. The study suggests a meth- 
odology for comparing and contrasting the evaluations of works 
and can be related to the studies of Hansson and of Williams, Win- 
ter, and Woods. Carroll’s study needs to be viewed as a study of 
judgment as much as of style. 



189 

Appendix 



Hansson, Gunnar. Dikt i Profit (Poetry in Profile). Goteborg, 
Sweden: Akademiforlaget-Gumperts, 1964, 

The study examined ttye relationship of critical judgments to a 
reference-group of values to determine if there were group norms 
of response. The procedure was to ask three groups (university and 
college teachers of literature, first-year university students of lit- 
erature, and adults with a high school education) to respond at 
twelve different points in a poem, using a series of bipolar seven- 
point scales. The profiles of response on the polar scales (e.g., tragic- 
happy, still-moving, fast-slow, quiet-unquiet) were similar for the 
three groups. The only differences were in those scales dealing with 
formal poetic qualities. The method served adequately to support 
the hypothesis that the process of response was similar for groups 
of different educational levels. The scales proved adequate, although 
Hansson refined them to produce unipolar scales. 

Rosenblatt, Louise M. “The Poem as Event.” College English 26 
(November 1964), 123-128. 

This article reported on a study in which a group of high school 
teachers of English read a brief poem and were asked to jot down 
whatever came into their heads during a period of 30 minutes. From 
an analysis of these jottings, the writer concluded that most readers 
were active in the sense of building up a poem for themselves from 
the lines and selecting referents for the symbols on the page. The 
readers were also egocentric in that they paid attention to what the 
poem evoked in them; at the same time, they were seeking an orga- 
nizing principle. “. . . The reader’s creation of a poem out of a text 
[was] a seZ/-ordering and sel/-correcting process.” The process was 
partly controlled by the text, which served as a “blueprint” for the 
response. 

^Squire, James R. “The Responses of Adolescents to Literature In- 
volving Selected Experiences of Personal Development.” Disser- 
tation. University of California at Berkeley, 1966. (Partially 
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reproduced in The Responses of Adolescents while Reading Four 
Short Stories. Urbann, Illinois: National Council of Teachers of 
English, 1964.) 

Squire explored two areas: (1) the nature ol' responses to literary 
selections and (2) the reasons why individuals respond to literature 
in unique and selective ways. Four short stories focusing on episodes 
of personal development were presented to 52 fifteen-year-old read- 
ers, who responded orally to each story at six different points in the 
progress of the story. The investigator used content-analysis to 
develop categories for analyzing and coding the responses. Seven 
categories resulted: literary judgments, interpretationnl responses, 
nnrrational reactions, associational responses, self-involvement, pre- 
scriptive judgments, and miscellaneous. The main findings of the 
study can be listed as follows: readers responded to fiction in unique 
and selected ways; sex differences did not affect the overall pattern 
of adolescent response to fiction; readers who became deeply in- 
volved in a story were more likely to consider the literary values of 
the story; intelligence and reading measures did not predict the 
quality of individual interpretations of the stories; and there were 
very few associational responses, indicating that adolescents often 
failed to relate fiction to their own experiences. The study implied 
that adolescent readers need assistance in interpreting fiction, while 
reading as well as after reading, particularly to enable them to 
control emotional responses long enough to evaluate objective evi- 
dence; adolescents are inclined to “happiness binding." It also im- 
plied that teachers need to use better techniques, like the one in the 
study, and to evaluate response to literature, since standard intelli- 
gence and reading measures are not significantly related to inter- 
pretational ability. 

Ennis, Philip. Adult Book Reading in the United States. Chicago, 
Illinois: National Opinion Research Center, 1965. 

The study reported on the results of 18 in-depth interviews with 
adults in and out of school, both regular and irregular readers. The 
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results described time spent reading, amount of books read, types 
read, reasons for reading in general and for reading specific types 
of books, sources of books, and many other topics). The major find- 
ings included a general tendency in people to read about what they 
want to believe — to read books that lit into their personal lives. They 
tend to develop strands of reading preference moving from one title 
to another dealing with the same topic or by. the same author. The 
amount of reading depends on availability, on the existence of a 
circle of acquaintances who read, on income, and on education in a 
complex set of relationships. The educated are less dependent on 
-ready access and a 7 circle of acquaintances. Social, cultural, and eco- 
nomic context, therefore, greatly influence reading habits and in- 
terests. The respondents offered the following motives for reading: 
escape, pragmatic learning, cognitive order and information, per- 
sonal meaning, reinforcement of beliefs, keeping up with the book 
talk of friends, and job or community position. In a larger survey, 
Ennis confirmed the relationship of education to amount of reading, 
finding that 20 percent of the readers accounted for 70 percent of 
the books read. The college educated read more, as did the more 
affluent. 

Simpson, Ray H., and Anthony T. Soares. “Best and Least Liked 
Short Stories in Junior High School.” EtiyUsli Journal 54 (Feb- 
ruary 1965), 108-111. 

The study examines the responses of 4,250 students in grades seven 
to nine to 865 stories taken from anthologies. The students rated 
the stories on a 27-point scale from like to dislike. The stories con- 
sistently rated highest (20-24) and lowest (6-13) were analyzed 
according to a number of characteristics (five categories and 25 
specific dimensions). The categories were mechanics of presenta- 
tion, setting, characters, author and narrator, and plot and action. 
Students tended to prefer stories with more illustration and more 
space on the page, concrete language, more character descriptions 
and more main characters, less eminent authors, omniscient 
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narrator, a single strong unifying effect, more physical action, more 
conflict, more suspense, more dialogue, more concern with problems 
of the teenager. Setting, morality, satiric intent, and humorous 
quality were not significant. 

Monson, Dianne L. “Children’s Responses to Humorous Situations 
in Literature.” Dissertation. University of Minnesota, 1966. 

The study compared pupil responses to one unstructured versus 
three types of structured questions about humor in selected excerpts 
from children’s literature. The researchers classified 580 fifth grade 
students by sex, reading level, socioeconomic level, and scholastic 
ability. Comparisons were made of responses to humor according to 
classification of humor : (1) character, (2) the unexpected, (3) the 
impossible, (4) author’s use of words, and (5) a ridiculous situation. 
Structured questions, compared with unstructured questions, re- 
sulted in selections being considered more humorous for boys, for 
children in low socioeconomic groups, and for low and middle read- 
ing groups. Children in high intelligence groups judged excerpts 
humorous more often than did children in middle and low intelli- 
gence groups. In the groups studied, there were few differences in 
choices of categories of humor. There were no differences in re- 
sponses of boys and girls. The results of the study indicated that 
there were differences in the way children of different intelligence, 
sex, socioeconomic level, and reading level groups respond to various 
forms of questioning about literature. 

Shirley, Fehl L. “The Influence of Reading on Concepts, Attitudes, 
and Behavior.” Dissertation. University of Arizona, Phoenix, 
1966. 

The study explored the effects of reading on the developing of self- 
images or self-concepts in adolescents. Four hundred and seventy 
students were asked to tell how specific books influenced them. 
Correlations were made between reported influence, age, intelli- 
gence, vocabulary, and grade level. Case studies of five highly in- 
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fluenced and five poorly influenced students were undertaken. The 
students’ responses were classified into seven areas: self-image, 
philosophy of life, awareness of cultural groups, awareness of 
social problems, sensitivity to people, political influences, and mis- 
cellaneous. The responses were also categorized by degree: the in- 
different, the observer, the participator, the synthesizer of con- 
structs, and the decision maker. Some of the findings were these: 
13 percent of the students reacted as construct synthesizers and 11 
percent as self-image synthesizers; of the influences reported, 45 
percent were on concepts, 40 percent on attitudes, 15 percent on 
behavior ; a positive relationship existed between influences reported 
and intelligence, vocabulary, and comprehension; a negative rela- 
tionship, between influences reported and age and grade level. 

Purves, Alan C., and Victoria Rippere. Elements of Writing about a 
Literary Work: A Study of Response to Literature. NCTE Re- 
search Report, no. 9. Urbana, Illinois : National Council of Teach- 
ers of English, 1968. 

The authors set forth a means of analyzing the content of written 
and oral responses to a work of literature, so that, the responses of 
individuals may be compared in a neutral and descriptive fashion. 
There are four categories describing the posture of the person writ- 
ing about literature: he describes his state of involvement in the 
literary work, his perception of that work — either analytic or classi- 
ficatory — his interpretation of the meaning or significance of the 
work or a part of the work, and his evaluation of the work. Under 
these four categories, and a fifth, or miscellaneous, category for 
statements found in essays on a literary work but not dealing direct- 
ly with that work, fall some 120 elements. Between the generality of 
the four categories and the specificity of the elements lie 23 subcate- 
gories : 

1. Enr:'*/c\ wnt-lnvolvement: engagement general, reaction 
to literature, reaction to form, reaction to content 
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2. Perception: perception general, language, literary devices, 
content, relation of technique to content, structure, tone, 
literary classification, contextual classification 

3. Interpretation: interpretation general, interpretation of 
style, interpretation of content, mimetic interpretation, 
typological interpretation, hortatory interpretation 

4. Evaluation: evaluation general, affective evaluation, eval- 
uation of method, evaluation of author’s vision 

There are two major ways of reporting the patterns of response 
of a given population. The first is to take the essay as the unit and 
to determine the mean percent of statements devoted to each cate- 
gory, subcategory, or element. From the means, one may draw a 
profile of a group and compare that profile with the profile of 
another group. A second way of reporting is to postulate a number 
of paradigm essays and compare the populations with the paradigm. 
The paradigm would start with the element which defines the thesis 
of an essay and would follow with those elements which one would 
expect would support it. Ten sample paradigms are discussed. 

There is an appendix, “The Practical Reader,” in which are 
elaborated the ways by which one car. mark a written response into 
statements and code them. It gives examples of those problematic 
statements which seem to fall into two classifications, and it gives 
four sample essays about a fictitious story and their analyses accord- 
ing to the elements. 

Studies Related to the Teaching of Literature 

Coryell, Nancy G. “An Evaluation of Extensive and Intensive 
Teaching of Literature. A Year’s Experiment in the Eleventh 
Grade.” Teachers College Contributions to Education, no. 175. 
New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia 
University, 1927. 

Coryell compared the results of teaching many works and treating 
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each rapidly and of teaching a few works which were analyzed in a 
detailed fashion. The pupils were divided into seven groups, one 
control it tiC six experimental, according to whether the teaching was 
exten ivc ov intensive and whether the pupils were superior, aver- 
age, Oi \ff\v in verbal and reading ability. The groups were controlled 
for teacher effect. The treatment lasted a year and was measured 
by an examination of discussion, by six tests on commonly taught 
works (the tests spaced throughout the year), and by external mea- 
sures of reading, literature, appreciation, and taste. The two groups 
scored equally well on the measures, and no dear pattern of the 
superiority of any one appeared. Some differences between ability 
groups emerged. The stenographic reports showed distinct differ- 
ences in type, the extensive group discussing questions considered 
of high value and concentrating their discussion on fewer question 
typAs. The students also talked more in the extensive-teaching 
classes, and they preferred those classes. 

Kangley, Lucy. “Poetry Preferences in the Junior High School.” 

Teachers College Contributions to Education, no. 758. New York: 

Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 

1938. 

This study tested the appeal of contrasting tyjxss of poetry. Poems 
were categorized sis follows: (1) simple descriptive images or in- 
volved imagery; (2) obvious sound effects (repetition, onomato- 
poeia) or subtle sound effects (variation of meter) ; (3) human in- 
terest in nature or no human interest; (4) implied ethical lesson 
or direct ethical lesson; (5) commonplace subject matter or roman- 
tic subject matter; (6) comic and absurd humor or whimsical and 
ironic humor. 

Selections by 355 eighth graders from paired-comparison poems 
showed that poems in the first category were preferred. Character- 
istics ranking high were obvious sound effects, commonplace sub- 
ject matter, and obvious humor, while straight didactic matter, 
complex imagery, and nonhuman nature ranked low. Students with 
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high reading comprehension scores favored the second category 
poems while students with low reading comprehension scores pre- 
ferred obvious sound effects and obvious humor. Reasons for pref- 
erences were (in order) : humor, marked rhythm, imagery, ethical 
purpose, and realism. Students often could not explain their reasons 
for their preferences. 

LaBrant, Lou L., and Frieda M. Heller. “An Evaluation of Free 
Reading in Grades Seven to Twelve Inclusive.” Contributions in 
Education, no. 4. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Press, 
1939 ; and 

LaBrant, Lou L. "The Use of Communication Media.” In The Guinea 
Pigs after Twenty Years, edited by Margaret Willis, pp. 127-164. 
Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University, 1961. 

This study traced the reading interests of one class through seventh, 
eighth, and ninth grades (1932-35) and another class through tenth, 
eleventh, and twelfth grades (1932-35), both of which participated 
in an experimental free-reading program. Self-selection of books 
was encouraged on the basis of students’ needs. Students kept read- 
ing records, and selections were categorized by types. 

From grades seven to nine, students’ amount, variety, and sophis- 
tication of reading increased. Fiction was preferred overall ; boys 
preferred nonfiction. An increase in reading of nonfiction, adult fic- 
tion, and drama and a decreased interest in "series” books was 
found. From grades ten to twelve, an increase in reading of drama, 
poetry, American writers, and more contemporary writers and a 
decrease in narrative-fiction was found. 

A follow-up study in 1955 of 42 of the 54 students in the grades 
seven to nine study (who comprised 80 percent of the graduating 
class of 1938) found that the amount of these adults’ reading 
markedly exceeded that of comparable groups reported in other 
studies, that the women read three times as many books as men, 
that men nonreaders outnumbered women nonreaders, that college 
had a negative influence on the reading habits of many, and that the 
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books read were more sophisticated than those read by the general 
public. 

Vergara, Aliys D. “A Critical Study of a Group of College Women’s 
Responses to Poetry.” Teachers College Contributions to Educa- 
tion, no. 923. New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers Col- 
lege, Columbia University, 1946. 

The study investigated the variations in comprehension of poetry 
among college students by securing free responses from a small 
group, more controlled responses from a larger group, and scores 
on an objective test from a still larger group, the responses to be 
checked against intelligence and literary tests. Vergara analyzed 
the leisurely response of five women to 64 poems. The women were 
asked only to consider the sense and mood of the poems, discussing 
them individually as they perceived imagistic, symbolistic, tone 
color, and rhythmic poems (the four distinctions referring to em- 
phasis rather than school). Vergara notes the relation of background 
to response, compares the responses to poems read silently and 
those read orally, and finds a general importance of theme rather 
than aesthetic quality. The second group of 16 students read 48 
poems less leisurely and wrote four-sentence responses describing 
sense and mood. A time restriction was placed on the responses. 
These were also analyzed, and the finding was that background, 
especially a background in the arts, was a stronger factor in correct 
response than was intelligence. The oral method seemed to be more 
effective with the less able students. The third group consisted of 
two populations of 28, one that heard the poems and one that read 
them, both being asked objective questions. No significant differ- 
ences between treatments were found, and the test proved unre- 
liable. A supplementary study using the Hartley test found the 
oral group superior. 

Norvell, George W. The Reading Interests of Young People. Boston, 
Massachusetts: D. C. Heath and Company, 1950. 
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This study analyzed preferences of 50 thousand students, grades 
seven through twelve, based on preference ratings of each title 
studied or read by the students during a school year. Rating scores 
were correlated with a number of variables, and interest type cate- 
gories were derived. Interest scores were closer to the true scores 
for children in general if the data was from several teachers’ classes 
rather than one, from several schools rather than one school. Stu- 
dents of high average, and low intelligence and reading ability had 
similar interests. The average rate of change in preference between 
grades varied considerably due to individual differences. The di- 
vergence in ages among students of the same grade was not a 
significant factor in preferences for that grade. Selections which 
arc primarily reflective, philosophic, religious, or artistic (as op- 
posed to dramatic) rated higher in the eleventh grade than in the 
eighth grade. Sex was a highly significant factor, girls preferring 
seven of the literary types more than boys. Boys preferred adven- 
ture, sports, school life, mystery, obvious humor, and animals, but 
disliked love, sentiments, family life, didacticism, religion, extended 
description, female characters, and form or technique as a dominant 
factor. Girls’ preferences were similar except for more interest in 
school life, sentiments, and love and less interest in grim adventure. 
Comparison of 24 “free-reading” classes with 24 traditional classes 
found small but significant gains in reading comprehension for the 
“free-reading” approach; the vast majority of teachers and stu- 
dents favored this approach. 

Gray, William S., and Bernice Rogers. Maturity in Reading : Its Na- 
ture and Appraisal. Chicago, Illinois; University of Chicago 
Press, 1956. 

This study examined the nature and extent of the reading of adults 
divided by level of education. Three groups — with eighth grade, with 
some high school, and with more than high school education — were 
studied intensively (the total number of subjects was 38). The sub- 
jects responded to scaled questions dealing with eighteen aspects of 
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reading (e.g., interest, purposes, nature of material, understanding, 
reactions, and transfer of reading to other aspects of life). In gen- 
eral all the subjects scored below the midpoint of the scales and 
significantly below nine other readers selected as “well-read, su- 
perior readers.” The low and the middle groups ranked below the 
higher on maturity scales, but equally on interest in reading, pur- 
poses of reading, and materials read. There were differences in com- 
petence. Other findings include these: interest and purpose for 
reading are not closely related to school training, although compe- 
tence is; a person’s activities, not his needs, determine the maturity 
of his reading interests and purposes; competence in reading sets 
bounds to the amount of reading, but the relationship between the 
two is complex in that the competent reader may not read widely, 
(something else seems to have happened in his education). Gray and 
Rogers followed this study with a series of interviews with well- 
read adults to derive it second set of scales. These showed that read- 
ing seemed to follow a specific interest, usually an interest outside 
of the sphere of job or home. The main factors influencing reading 
seemed to be the cultural influence of the home, past pleasant experi- 
ences with reading, and some instruction in the values of reading. 

Lchtovaara, A., and P. Saarinen. School-Age Reading Interests: A 
Methodological Approach. Helsinki, Finland: Suomalainen Tiede- 
akatemia, 1964. 

This study investigated four methods of measuring reading inter- 
ests: the questionnaire using a list of book types, the booklist using 
actual titles and short descriptions, the text sample, and the paired 
comparison. Each of these methods was tried with children aged 10 
and 15, for whom information about reading habits and library use 
was also obtained. Parallel questionnaires, each with 26 types of 
books, were developed, and the students were asked to rate each type 
on a five point scale. The paired-comparison method used the book 
types, combining some of those types that seemed similar into 14 
categories or 91 comparisons. Each student was given one of the 
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four forms at six-week intervals. In general the strongly positive 
and strongly negative choices remained consistent across forms, 
but the correlations between test types averaged about .50. The 
methods were then compared as they indicated changes in reading 
interests between the two age groups. The book list and text samples 
agreed with each other best, perhaps because of the similarity in 
source. The paired comparisons yielded markedly different results, 
perhaps because of the difference in test format. The differences 
between methods were more apparent with the younger group than 
with the older and with boys than with girls. The changes in actual 
preference were similar to those found in other surveys, although 
the differences between students in elementary schools and those in 
selective schools were significant, as were those between boys and 
girls. A factor analysis was performed on the questionnaires : for 
the ten year olds the main factors were adventure, girls’ stories, 
adult books, descriptive or narrative style, and knowledge ; for the 
14 and 15 year olds, the factors were adventure, girls’ stories, love 
stories, symbolic-aesthetic elements, descriptive or narrative style, 
and knowledge. 

Steinberg, Erwin R., et al. A Senior High School Curriculum in En- 
glish for Able College-Bound Students. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania : 
Carnegie Institute of Technology, 1965. 

This study evaluated a curriculum for grades ten through twelve, 
the literature component of which moved from thematic concerns 
to aesthetic and formal ones. The researchers developed a literary 
discernment test, a multiple-choice test on a short story, covering 
the categories of understanding those features of a story which 
make it entertaining, of understanding the craft of the writer, and 
of understanding the plot and theme of the story. On the same story 
was a literary preference questionnaire, which asked the student to 
choose among comments on the story. The comments were coded : 
facts about the work or writer, entertaining features, craft of the 
writer, and plot and theme. The last two were considered more de- 
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sirable options. In addition there was an attitude questionnaire 
using the semantic differential about concepts of literature and a 
free interpretation of a story. Comparisons with a control group 
showed that the experimental group was superior on' the literary 
discernment test at all grade levels. Other results were indeter- 
minate. 

McNeil, Elton B. “Hooked on Research.” In Hooked on Books: Pro- 
gram and Proof, by D. Fader and E. B. McNeil, pp. 180-226. New 
York: Berkeley Publishing Corporation, 1966. 

This study seeks to evaluate the “English in Every Classroom” 
curriculum project sponsored by Program English of the United 
States Office of Education, a project designed to test free reading 
and free writing for disadvantaged youth. Using two groups of 
adolescent boys in training schools, a control group of 31, and an 
experimental group of 60, testing was conducted over a period of 
two years. The several measures are perhaps the most significant as- 
pect of the study : a teacher’s behavior rating sheet to discover 
teacher perceptions of the students as “good” or “bad” ; a teacher’s 
evaluation form to arrive at estimates of the pupil’s sense of self- 
worth, attention span, reaction to failure, and relationship with 
others ; a “How Much Do You Like” form about student attitudes 
toward activities; a behavioral rating form to measure student 
self-perception, e.g., as school lover or school hater ; a “How Do You 
Feel about Things in Class” form to learn attitudes toward school 
(e.g., anxiety and need for achievement) ; a literary attitude scale, 
a semantic differential ; and a verbal proficiency test. Significant 
differences were found in favor of the experimental group on the 
following scales: teacher sense of self-worth, behavioral rating 
form, literary attitude scale, “How Do You Feel about Things in 
Class” scale, and the Stanford Achievement Test. Results also 
showed that in both groups white students achieved significantly 
better scores than black students. The study is important primarily 
for its development of attitude and other affective measures. 
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Nelms, Ben F. “Characteristics of Poetry Associated with Prefer- 
ences of a Panel of Tenth Grade Students.” Dissertation. Univer- 
sity of Iowa, Iowa City, 1967. 

For this study, 10.0 poems were selected at random from literature 
textbooks and poetry anthologies appropriate for tenth graders, and 
another 20 poems were selected from three anthologies of modern 
poems. Sixteen “representative” tenth grade students from the uni- 
versity high school rated each of the poems on 29 semantic differen- 
tial scales after hearing each poem read by the same person on tape 
(the students held copies of the poems). The poems were presented 
in ten different sessions, 12 poems per session. A panel of seven 
sophisticated readers of poetry then reacted to each of the poems 
on ten scales reflecting characteristics of poetry. The poems were 
also classified according to topical content by experienced English 
teachers. Multiple regression analysis showed that the students 
tended to prefer poems with narrative interest: that the subject 
matter of the poems, more than the form or style, affected their 
preferences; that clarity and comprehension increased their pref- 
erence for a poem ; that regular rhyming schemes and strong rhyth- 
mic patterns had little influence on preferences ; that the students 
tended to prefer good modern poems over British and American 
“classics”: and that the quality of the poems had little relation to 
the students’ preferences. The students also had low interest in the 
brief lyric expression of emotions, moods, or sensory impressions 
but responded to the development of a narrative or thematic cli- 
max, the cataloging of sensory impressions, and the use of a light 
satiric tone. 



Shnaycr, Sidney W. “Some Relationships between Reading Interest 



and Reading Comprehension.” Dissertation. University of Cali- 
fornia at Berkeley, 1967. 



The study examined the responses of 678 sixth grade students in 
order to determine the relationships between levels of interest and 
the comprehension of material. Students were given social scale 
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tests and intelligence tests and were divided into groups on the basis 
of reading comprehension tests. Each group was required to read 
15 stories with readability scores two grades higher than the mean 
reading ability of the group, rate each story on a four-point scale, 
and answer questions of fact, sequence, and inference about each 
one. The results were examined first for the interrelation of reading 
interest and comprehension, and it was found that the difference 
between groups was highly significant regardless of the interest. 
Boys’ comprehension was lower than that of girls, although the 
reverse was true for three subgroups. The comprehension of high 
interest and low interest stories within a group also differed sig- 
nificantly (P = .001). Further, the comprehension scores did vary 
as a function of both the ability of the reading group and the level 
of interest in stories read. The effect of interest diminishes as ability 
increases. Further, low interest functions to differentiate between 
reading groups, but not high interest, so that the cumulative effect 
of little or no interest becomes increasingly important. 

Burton, Dwight, et al. The Development and Testing of Approaches 
to tlic Teaching of English in the Junior Hipli School. Final Re- 
port, USOE Project No. H-026. Tallahassee, Florida: Florida 
State University, 1968. 

The study tested the effectiveness of three curricular approaches: 
the tripod approach of literature, language, and composition; the 
theme-centered approach, and the cognitive-processes approach. 
Each approach was tried in two junior high schools for three years 
and the students were given common measures at the end of the 
ninth grade. In literature, the measures included objective tests of 
the ability to read poetry and prose, a semantic differential, and 
free responses to prose and poetry analyzed according to the schema 
developed by Squire. The findings showed no significant differences 
between the curricula — the teachers accounted for most of the vari- 
ance. There were differences in the type of response : students in the 
tripod approach made more literary responses; students in the 
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theme approach, more interpretational responses. The study sug- 
gests the centrality of the teacher variable. 

Gallo, Donald R. “The Construction and Validation of an Instru- 
ment to Assess Teachers’ Opinions of Methods of Teaching Poetry 
to Tenth Grade Students of Average Ability.” Dissertation. Syra- 
cuse University, 1968. 

The purpose of this study was to construct an ir<*-;rument for assess- 
ing teachers’ opinions of methods of teaching poetry to average 
ability tenth grade students and to validate the instrument by de- 
termining the relationship between scores on the Poetry Methods 
Rating Scale and teachers’ attitudes, personality, performance, and 
success in the classroom. The final 38-item-scale and a scoring key 
were formed from the responses of 32 experts in English education. 
Thirty-nine tenth grade teachers from 14 schools took the Poetry 
Methods Rating Scale, the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, 
the Teaching Situation Reaction Test, and the Rokeach Dogmatism 
Scale. On the basis of their scores on the Poetry Methods Rating 
Scale, 25 teachers were randomly selected to teach three short poems 
to one of their classes. A committee of 3 judges then evaluated each 
of the lessons which the teachers had recorded on audio tape, and 
each class took a multiple-choice test on the three poems. The four- 
teen teachers who did not teach the poems were asked to administer 
the poetry test to one of their classes as a control group. As a further 
evaluation of effective teaching, all of the students in the classes 
that had studied the poems were asked to evaluate their teachers by 
means of a questionnaire. 

A significant (.05) relationship was found between the Poetry 
Methods Rating Scale and th e Teaching Situation Reaction Test, but 
there was no significant relationship with the Minnesota Teacher 
Attitude Inventory or the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. A t-test of the 
difference between the means in these three comparisons resulted 
in a significant difference (.10 level) favoring teachers scoring 
above the mean on the Poetry Methods Rating Scale in students’ 
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evaluations of teachers. Teachers scoring above the mean on the 
Poetry Methods Rating Scale were more likely to be first year 
teachers or to have taught from six to ten years, to subscribe to 
more journals, and to have a master’s degree. Also students of teach- 
ers scoring high on the Poetry Methods Rating Scale read more 
poetry and enjoyed studying the three poems more. 

The investigator concluded that the Poetry Methods Rating Scale 
is a reliable instrument for assessing opinions of methods of teach- 
ing poetry, but that its validity is tenuous. Analysis of the tapes of 
teachers teaching poetry lessons caused the investigator to conclude 
that what teachers know and believe— or at least say they know and 
believe — about methods of teaching poetry does not always result 
in related behaviors in their classes. 

Klein, Howard A. “Interest and Comprehension in Sex-Typed Ma- 
terials.” Dissertation. Syracuse University, 1968. 

The study sought to determine how the occupation and sex of the 
main character in a story affect the interest and comprehension of 
fifth grade children. Using the semantic differential and the cloze 
test as measures, the study investigated 312 children in Canada. The 
stories were about ballet dancers, pilots, and social workers, each 
topic being told in a version with a male and with a female main 
character. The findings indicated that sex-appropriate occupations 
were -ated higher in interest by each sex, that boys rated male 
characters higher in only the pilot story, but that girls rated the 
femfJe character higher in each story. The reactions on the semantic 
differential showed the distinct male-female differences in pattern 
of response, but these patterns had only a mixed relation to the 
comprehension scores. Although the ratings of the pilot and the 
ballet dancer stories differed greatly, the mean scores for boys and 
girls were identical. The sex of the central character in a story 
seemed to have little relation to comprehension. Finally, there were 
differences between high and low scoring children: the higher 
scoring children were little affected by their preferences, the lower 
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scoring children performed better on the preferred sex-typed con- 
tent. 

Zais, Robert. “The Sophistication of Reading Interests as Related 
to Selected Personality Factors and Certain Other Characteristics 
of High School Students.” Dissertation. University of Connecti- 
cut, Storrs, 1968. 

The study reported the results of a scale especially constructed to 
measure the sophistication of reading interests by creating brief 
story synopses. The levels of sophistication run from interest in 
plot, physical conflict, and stereotyped characters, to interest in 
characters, psychological conflict, and generalized theme, to interest 
in idea and theme, psychological conflict, and symbolic characteriza- 
tion. The measure contained 13 types of stories— each with a synop- 
sis written to satisfy each of the levels of sophistication — and was 
validated with a group of teachers. The final form of the test used 
an interlocking series of pairs of selections (not matched for sub- 
ject), rather than triads. After reliability and validity checks, the 
measure was used to study the choices of students in grades nine 
through twelve. In combination, personality variables were not 
significantly related to sophistication of reading interests, but sex, 
age, IQ, and reading achievement were. Taken singly, benevolence, 
conformity (for the males), sex, IQ, and reading achievement were 
related to sophistication. None of the factors or combinations, how- 
ever, was strongly enough correlated to warrant use as a predictor 
of sophistication. 



Johns, Jerry L. "Expressed Reading Preferences of Intermediate- 
Grade Students in Urban Settings.” Dissertation. Michigan State 
University, East Lansing, 1970. 

This study investigated whether inner-city children in grades four, 
five, and six express a greater preference for stories or books deal- 
ing with inner-city life than for other topics. The study involved 
699 students (616 of them black) and asked them to examine illus- 




207 

Appendix 



trations and descriptions from modern realistic fiction dealing with 
either the inner-city or suburbia. Each child responded to a brief 
questionnaire about each selection. The process was repeated with 
selections in which the variables were characters with positive and 
with negative self-concepts, and with selections in which the vari- 
able was positive and negative group interaction. The major findings 
showed that inner-city children expressed a statistically significant 
(P = .01) preference for stories which depict middle-class settings, 
characters with positive self-concepts, and characters in positive 
group interactions. Other variables affecting preference included 
age for setting, grade and sex for group interactions, perception of 
home environment and setting, self-concept and character, and peer- 
group perception and group interaction. Intelligence and race did 
not contribute to the variance. 

Hoetker, James. Students as Audiences: An Experimental Stud // of 
the Relationships between Classroom Stud)/ of Drama and At- 
tendance at the Theatre . NOTE Research Report, no. 11. Urbana, 
Illinois: National Council of Teachers of English, 1971. 

This study evaluated the predictions of English teachers and theatre 
people about the effects upon students of different ways of preparing 
them to attend professional productions of Macbeth and O’Casey’s 
Red Roses for Me. The independent variables involved in the differ- 
ing predictions were: timing of classroom treatment (before or 
after attending the play), contents of the lessons (the specific play 
being performed or a related one), the intensity of the study of the 
backgrounds (brief or intense), and the intensity of the study of 
the text of the play (brief or intense). The four two-level inde- 
pendent variables gave sixteen treatment conditions to be evalu- 
ated. The subjects were approximately 1,300 tenth grade students 
in the classes of 52 teachers, all of whom were participating in 
Rhode Island’s Project Discovery. The experiment was so designed 
that any class’s second play treatment was a mirror image of its 
first, so that each class acted as its own control group. A total of 
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13 pencil-and-paper tests in six broader categories were devised: 
affective response, knowledge, interpretive skills, philosophical in- 
sights, appreciation, and desirable attitudes and behaviors. Item 
sampling of these dependent measures made it possible to obtain 
large numbers of scores with a minimum of disruption of classes. 
Multivariate analysis of variance, with two covariates — verbal IQ 
and prior theatre experience — was used to evaluate the effects of 
the factors and their interactions upon all dependent measures 
simultaneously. 

Significant effects were rather scarce, given the large number of 
hypotheses evaluated. Among the more interesting were these: the 
lowest scores on ail knowledge tests were associated with the most 
intensive classrooyi treatments; higher knowledge test scores were 
associated with study prior to attendance at the play ; higher scores 
on philosophical insights tests were associated with study of the 
specific play being performed and with specific study prior to the 
performance; the lowest appreciation test scores were associated 
with the most intensive classroom treatments. 

Two general conclusions were reached. First, each group — teach- 
ers and actors — accurately predicted the direction of the effects of 
the different treatment conditions upon those outcomes they most 
highly valued. (An earlier study had established the objectives most 
highly valued by each group.) That is, the actors had advocated the 
combination of treatment variables that maximized appreciation; 
the teachers had advocated the combination of variables that maxi- 
mized cognitive understandings. Second, both groups overestimated 
the size of the effects that could be produced by the manipulation of 
treatment conditions. Alternatively, the playgoing experience it- 
self was so powerful a determinant of student responses that addi- 
tional manipulations could rarely distinguish between groups with 
the playgoing experience in common. 







